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OKLAHOMA 

Robert D. Farish, Konawa. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Kenneth C. Hilliard, Mount Bethel. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Pearl J. Sauls, Cades. 
Sarah L. Bussey, Modoc. 
Horace T. Fanning, Springfield. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Virginia 0. Pomeroy, Kopperston. 

WISCONSIN 

Charles W. Lee, High Bridge. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, APRIL 30, 1946 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, March 5, 
1946) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Dr. C. Leslie Glenn, rector, St. John's 
Church, Washington, D. C., offered the 
following prayer: 

Almighty God, who hast created man 
in Thine own image, grant us grace fear
lessly to contend against evil and to 
make no peace with oppression; and, 
that we may reverently use our freedom, 
help us to employ it in the maintenance 
of justice among men and nations, to the 
glory of Thy name. Through Christ our 
Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. HATCH, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal
endar day Monday, April 29, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. HATCH. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro ten:pore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to ~heir 
names: 
Aiken Hatch Myers 

• Austin Hawkes O'Daniel 
Ball Hayden O'Mahoney 
Bankhead Hickenlooper Pepper 
Barkley Hill Radcliffe 
Brewster Hoey Reed 
Bridges Huffman Revercomb 
Briggs Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Brooks Johnston, S.C. Russell 
Buck Kilgore Saltonstall 
Bushfield Knowland Shipstead 
Butler La Follette Smith 
Byrd Langer Stanfill 
Capehn.rt Lucas Stewart 
Capper McCarran Taft 
carville McClellan Taylor 
Cordon McFarland Thomas, Okla. 
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Downey McMahon Tunnell 
Eastland Magnuson Tydings 
Ellender Maybank W'agner 
Ferguson Mead Walsh 
Fulbright Millikin Wheeler 
Gerry Mitchell Wherry 
Green Moore Wiley 
Guffey Morse Wilson 
Gurney Murdock Young 

· Hart Murray 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Virginia [Mr, 

· GLASS] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
BILBO], the Senator from Georgia EMr. 
GEORGE], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
GossETT], and the Senator from Lou
isiana [Mr. OVERTON] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN
DREWs] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ] is detained on public business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN
NALLY] is absent on official business, at
tending the Paris meeting of the Council 
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the 
Secretary of . State. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] is absent 
on official business, attending the Paris 
meeting of the Council of Foreign Min
isters as an adviser to the Secretary of 
State. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ToBEY] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
WILLIS] is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Eighty-three Senators have answered to 
their names. A quorum is present. 
AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT-CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, some 
time ago an order was made by unani
mous consent that the conference report 
on Senate bill 2, known as the airport 
bill, should be taken up today at 12 
o'clock. Some days ago an invitation 
was extended by representatives of the 
Air Corps to a number of Senators re
questing that they attend a luncheon 
today at 12:30 o'clock. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent that the cpnsidera
tion of the conference report may go 
over until 2 o'clock today, the report to 
be voted on by the Senate on or before 
4 o'clock today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 
NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION OF 

NADINr:: LANE 'GALLAGHER TO BE ASSO
CIATE JUDGE, MUNICIPAL COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, and in accordance with the rules 
of the committee, I desire to give notice 
that a public :Q.earing has been scheduled 
for Tuesday, May 7, 1946, at 10:30 a.m., 
in the Senate Judiciary Committee room, 
upon the nomination of Nadine Lane 
Gallagher, of the District of Columbia, 
to be an associate judge of the municipal 
court for the District of Columbia, vice 
Hon. Brice Clagett, elevated. At the in
dicated time and place, all persons inter
ested in the nomination may make such 
representations as may be pertinent. 
The subcommittee consists of the Sen
ator from Nevada EMr. McCARRAN], 
chairman, the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EASTLAND], and the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]. 
REPORT ON DISPOSAL OF UNITED 
ST~TES SURPLUS PROPERTY IN FOR
EIGN AREAS 

'nle PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate 2, letter from the Secre-

tary of State, transmitting, pursuant t.o 
law, the :first report of the Department 
of State on the disposal of United States 
surplus property in foreign areas <with 
an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

PETITION 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- . 
fore the Senate a telegram in the nature 
of a petition from the Pioneer Woman's 
Club, of Lakewood, N.J., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to continue the 
Office of Price Administration; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

·REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. MAYBANK, from the Committee on 
Military Affairs: 

S. 2061. A bill to provide fo'r sundry mat
ters affecting the armed forces, and for other 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1265). 

By Mr. TUNNELL, from the Committee on 
Education and Labor: 

H . R. 4437. A bill to provide for the return 
of public employment offices to State opera
tion, to amend the act of Congress approved 
June 6, 1933, and for other purposes; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 1266). 

· By Mr. SMITH, from the Committee on 
Military Affairs: 

H. R. 3959. A bill to provide for the burial 
in the Memorial Amphitheater of the Na
tional Cemetery at Arlington, Va., of the re
mains of an unknown American who lost 
his life while serving overseas in the armed 
forces of the United States during the Second 
World War; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1267). 

POSTWAR CIVILIAN PERSONNEL REPORT 
OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON REDUCTION 
OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL EXPENDI
TURES (S. DOC. NO. 177) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a report on 
postwar civilian personnel in the Fed
eral Government submitted to Congress 
today by the Joint Committee on Reduc~ 
tion of Nonessential Federal Expendi
tures discloses that in the :first 5 months 
following VJ-day there was a net in
crease of 86,822 in personnel employed by 
aid-line agencies inside the United States 
exclusive of War and Navy Departments. 
Major reductions, of course, were re
ported by the War and Navy Depart
ments, but a great part of their reduc
tions were effected among industrial em
ployees, no longer. needed in the war ef
fort, who were employed in arsenals, 
shipyards, and munition plants inside the 
United States or working on construction 
of airfields . and roads abroad. 

In August 1945, the all-time peak in 
Federal employment, there were 3,649,-
769 Federal workers both inside and out
side the United States. As of January 
31, this over-all total decreased to 
2,893,670, a reduction of 756,099. In
cluded in this reduction were 298,003 ci
vilian employees of the War Department 
stationed outside the United States and 
313,367 inside the United States. Also 
included in this reduction were 134,348 
Navy Department employees. 

It is obvious, therefore, that in large 
measure reduction in employment in the 

. Federal -Gov.ernment since_ V J -day has 
been-confined to · employees engaged in 
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war tnnduetion work. This becomes ap- . 
parent irom a cnmp..arison of employ
ment in the rest of the Federal Govern
ment during the 5 months :foif:lawing VJ
daY~ The old-line d>eparlments and 
agencies, excluding -the War and: Navy 
Departments, hav~ in.creased 86,822 em
ployees since VJ-day, much of this in
crease being -caused by transfers from 
war agencies. A m-onthly analysis of this 
86~822 increase dlseloses that the old-line 
agencies increased 28,617 during Septem
ber, 12,37'7 in October, 11J,166 in Novem
ber, 1,033 in Dec€mber, and 34,569 in 
Janu-ary. This is exciusive of 5'3,277 Post 
Office workers, previously employed but 
not rep.orted. These monthly increases 
in permanent-establishment personnel 
should be noted in comparison with 
monthly decreases effected in the 
emergency war agencies where. exclusive 
of the War and Navy Departments. re
ducli1>ns totaled 66,944 in·September, 15,-
631 in October, 5,998 in November, 4,429 
in December, and 4,201 in January. 

'That these increases are taking pJace 
under adjusted ceilings established by 
the Bureau of the Budget is evident from 
a comparison of ceiling determinations 
f.or the months of J.uly. August~ and Sep
tember, 1945, with allowances for the 
months of October, N'Ovember, and De
cember, 1945. The agencies were al
low~ a total of 1,810,567 empl.oyees in 
the United Sta·tes, ·exclusive of approxi
mately 900,000 wage bo-ard personnel 
for the first quarter of the current fiscal 
year which began before the war ended. 
Allowance.sior the second quarter, which 
began after the war ended, totaled 
1,856.828, a net increase of 46,261 civilian 
jobs in the United States exclusive of 
wage board employees. A reduction of 
53,466 was prescribed for the War and 
Navy Departments, and the emergency 
war agencies were ordere:d to release 
59,955 empll}yees, but the old-line agen
cies were allowed an increase of 159,682 
employees. 

Thus the conclusion is inescapable 
that rapid reductions in personnel both 
continental and abroad must be made 
immediately f.or efficient and econom
i:cal g-overnment. In December 1939, ex
cluding emerg-ency relief employment, 
Federal personnel stGod at 928,836. Al
though c€rtainly some additi-onal per
sonnel are required over the 1939 total 
to deal with problems uf the w-ar's after
math~ surely the present figure can and 
must be reduced speedily. With this in 
mind the Joint Committee on Reduc
tion of Nonessenti-al Federal Expendi
tures makes the following recommenda-
tions-: , 

First. The committee recommends 
that the Congress fix by law an over-all 
ceiling on civilian personnel in the exec
utive branch of the Government, both 
inside and outside continental United 
states, and that this ceiling should be 
graduated downward so that between 
July 1, 1946, and .June 30, 1947, total per
sonnel would be reduced to a maximum of 
1~650,1>00 employees.. or approximately 
175 percent of the total as of December 
'31, 1939; provided that if the President 
at any time shoui~ determine a larger 

nmnber to be esseDtial to: the public in
terest, such determination and the .r-ea
sons therefor shaH be prompj;ly t.rans
mitt.ed by him t1D the Congress along 
with estimates of ·addition~ appropria
tions which would be necessary thereby. 

Second. The committee rec.ommends 
that the President proceed expeditiously 
with the liquidation of war-emergency 
agencies and reorganization of other ex
ecutive a.gencies through .Executive or
ders a.nd reorganization plans having 
among their other princ.ip:al objecti-ves 
:redaction of the over-all civilian person- · 
nel requirement of the executive branch 
to a peacetime level not exceeding ap
proximately 175 percent of that recorded 
as of December 31, 1939. 

Third. The committee recommends 
that Congress fix by law standards of 
personnel reporting and publication, in
cluding nomenclature and definitions 
and methods and procedures. 

Mr. Presid~nt, I have here a summary 
of this report. I ask unanimous con
sent to have it printed in the body of the 
RECORD, and I wish to have the whole 
report printed as a Senate document. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. ' 

The summary of the report submitted 
by Mr. BYRD is as follows; 

REDUCI'ION OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL 

~.ENlllTUJ!ES 
PAB.T I. SIIMMARY 

Federal employment invariably has been 
a major factor ln tbe ·investigations under
taken by the Joint Committee on Reduction 
of Nonessential Fede?al Expenditures during 
the 5 years of its work. Beeause of this and 
in view of its _requirements and its experience 
with inadequate personnel information, the 
committee inaugurated its own continuing 
examination of civilian employment in the 
executive branch of tbe Government. 

As of 6 months after V.J-day there bad been 
ample opportunity for the Government to 
facilitat~ its own reconv~rsion to peacetime 
dimensions. Consequently the committee 
submits to the Congress m1d the President 
this report of its findings on the postwar 
civilian employment record of the executive 
branch, based on .an analysis of data com
piled through January 31, 1946. 

, COMPARISON OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES, 1932, 19'39, 

AND 1945 

In August 19~5. when the Pacific war ended, 
civilian personnel employed by the executive 
branch, inside and outside of the United 
States, stood at its all--time maximum of 
3 ,U49,7$, or neariy four times the 1939 pre
emergency requirement of 928~36, exclusive 
.Of 57,918 emergency-relief employees. 

An analysis of the increase between August 
1945 and December 1939 and a comparison 
with figures for December 1932 follow in 
table A: · 

TABLE A.-Summar~ of 'increase in personnel since 1932 

Agencies December December August 
1932 ' 1939 1945 

Old-line-establishments ____ -------·-_____ ------------ -Emergency·war a~ncies ____________________________ _ 467,650 706,700 957,683 
llB ----------- 159,773 

Increase in employ
ment 

1£45 over 1945 over 
1932 1939 

4-90,033 250,983 
159,655 

War Department, inside the United Sts.tes __________ i====i====i====i====l==== 
159,773 

49, 101 123,273 1, 077, 179 1, 028,078 953,906 
Navy DepartmEIDL-------- ------- -------- -- ---·---" 46,936 98,863 721,342 674, 40fi 622,479 

1--------I---------1--------·1----~---I-------
War Department inside United States and 

total Navy De.~artment_ ___________________ _ 96,037 

Total, exclusive of War Department outside i===·I==~=I==:::::::=:=J=~~=I=~~ 
222, '136 1, 798,521 1, 702,484 1, 576,385 

the United States __________________________ _ 
War Department, outside the United States __ ____ _ 

563, 80'5 928,836 2, 915,977 2, 352, 172 1, 987,141 
(1) (1) 3 733,792 733,792 733,792 

Entire Government_ ______ : __________________ l-------l--------l-------4--------1-------
563,8G5 2 928,836 3, 649,769 3,085, 964 2, 720,933 

1 Figures not available. 
2 Excludes 57,918 emergency relief employees. 
3 As of June 30, 1945. 

The total increase of 2,720,933 in employ
ment since December 1939, as shown in the 
preceding table, is composed of an increase 
of 250,983 in the old-line establishments, 
practically all of which w.as justified on the 
basis of war emergency activities; an in
crea-se of 159,773 in the emerg~ncy war agen
cies, none of which was in existence in 1939; 
and .an increa.se of 2,310,177 in the War and 
Navy Departments (including the 733,792 
-employees reported as "Stationed outside the 
United States), of which a vast majority 
were industrial employees. 

'TWi> MILLION REDUCTION AND PA,Y-ROLL ·FIGURES 

If the executive branch personnel were 
reduced 2,000,000 untler the VJ-day peak, 
some 1,649,769 employees would remain on 
the pay roll. This would be appro.x:ima.teiy 
'1.5 percent in e1tcess of the December 1939 
pteemergency total employment of 928;836 
and would allow more than 700,000 employ
ees fer nonnal expansi-on requirement"S and 
necessa-ry war clean-up. , 

Although numerous other fac:tors would 
enter in any calculation of savings in pay
roll costs which would result from · a 2,000~-
000 reduction in til-e Pederal force, Bureau 

of Labor Statistics records show the execu
tive branch pay roll for 1939- totaled $1,635,-
512,000 and that for 1945 it totaled $7,262,-
911,000, exclusive of compensation paid em
ployees outside the United States and those 
of certain Government corporations. SUch 
a personnel reduction would cut the Federal 
pay roll appr.oximateJy in half. 

PERSONNEL, AUGUST 1945 TO JANUARY 1946 

Reductions to any peacetime civilian per
sonnel level during the first 5 months after 
VJ-day could not be criticized as having 
been too precipitous since the net reduction 
in the executive branch, -exclusive of War 
and Navy Departments, amounted to less 
than 2 percent, or about 10,000. Although 
the emergency war agencies show a reduc
tion of 97,203, the old-line establishments 
increased 86.;822. Most of this increased per
sonnel ln the permanent agencies was oc
casioned by the transfer ef· functions from 
scattered. war agencies which had been or
dered transteired or liquidated. 

Among the 745;7UJ reduction in civilian 
personn-el reported for the same period · by 
the War an<i N-a-vy De-pa:t'tments, 298,003, or 
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almost 40 percent, were found to .h av.e been 
employed abroad by the War Department on 
such p rojects as air fields, roads, etc. 

An analysis of the 756,099 post war de
crease in Federal executive personnel fol
lows in table B: 

TABLE B.-Summary of employment trend si nce August 1945 

' 

Employment 

August 
1945 

January 
1946 

Increase(+) 
and 

decrease(-) 

Old-line establishments _____________ -----_-------------- ---- ___ ____ ___ ---- --- - £57, 683 1, 044, 1:05 + E6,822 
62,570 - 97, 203 Emergency war agencies-- ----------------- - --------- ~ - - ------- - --- - --------- - 159, 7!3 

1==~==1==~==:1====~ 
War Department, inside the United States------------ ----------- --- -------- - ~ 077,179 
Navy Department.. __ ___ __ __ ____ ._ --~-- .---------- - ---_--------_ ___ _____ __ ___ 721, 342 

763,812 - 313, 367 
586, !194 -134,348 

1, 350,806 -447, 715 

2. 457.881 I 
War Department inside United States and total Navy D epartment___ __ 1, 798, 521 

I==~==!==~== I====~ 
T otal, exclusive of War D epartment outside the United States__________ 2, 915, 977 -458,096 

War D epartment, outside the United States·--------- ~ ------------ -:_ _ ______ _ 1 733,792 2 435, 789 -298,003 
1---------1---------

'En tire Government------------------------------ ~ --------- - ------------ 3, 649, 769 2. 893, 670 1 3- 756,099 

1 As of J une so, 1!l45. 
2 As of Dec. 31, 1945. 
a Excludes 53,277 Post Office employees previously employe~ but not previously reported. 

PERSONNEL REPORTING DEFICIENCIES 

For comparison with the August 1945 
totals, it is necessary in the preceding table 
to adjust the January old-line agency figure 
because 53,277 previously employed but un
reported third-class Post Office Department 
employees appeared on ' their report for Sep:.. 
tember. This is one example of numerous 
deficiencies found thus fa:r; by the committee 
in executive agency personnel reporting and 
reporting practices, some of which materi
ally alt er totals. 

The committee has worked diligently in 
an effort to dispel the confusion which is 
necessarily created by inadequate reporting. 

EMPLOYMENT OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Inadequacy has been a characteristic of the 
reporting on employment outside of the 
United States, and on industrial employees 
who h ave constituted a large proportion of 
the reductions to date. 

Because of the fact that in the past the 
War Department has been permitted to report 
on a quart erly basis, it is difficult to present 
a 6-month comparison of employees outside 
the United States for all departments. War 
Depart ment reductions in civilian employees 
from June 30 to December 31, 1945, total 
298,003. With respect to the other depart
ment s, which report monthly, there has been 
an increase of 899 employees abroad since the 
end of the war through January. 

As of January 1946 there were 1,224,325 in
dustrial employees in the executive branch, 
and 424,314 of these were among War Depart
ment personnel outside the country. Be
tween November and January the total figure 
was reduced 183,487, and more than 173,000 
of this reduction were among War :Depart
ment industrial employees outside the United 
States. · 

AGENCY TERMINATIONS AND PERSONNEL 
TRANSFERS 

Next to civilian personnel tetrenchment in 
the War and Navy Departments it might have 
been expected that substantial reductions 
would have resulted since VJ-day because of 
the termination of war-emergency agencres, 
and a cursory review of reports may indicate 
that liquidations for such agencies through 
January 31 eliminated employment for 97,203 
employees. However, investigation reveals 
that by the nature of the liquidations or
dered for most of these temporary agencies, 
many of their units and functions have been 
transferred to more permanent agencies 
whose pay rolls have been increased corre
spondingly by at least 67,881 employees. 

Thus, while_it appears that a reduction of 
97,203 war emergency agency employees re
sulted from liquidations to January 31, the 
net reduction was about 30,000, or 20 percent 
of the August employment of 159,773. The 

situation becomes clearer when it is realized 
that while orders for liquidation in varying 
degrees were issued on 15 war units since 
August 1945, only one, the Office of Censor
ship, has been terminated beyond vestige of 
any remains. 

NET INCREASE IN OLI~·LINE AGENCIES 

While reductions in War and Navy pepart
ments and emergency war agencies were be
ing accomplished as described, it is remark
able that during the same period a net actual 
increase of 86,822 was recorded in· the total 
number of employees accredited to the old
line, peacetime group of agencies, and it is 
significant that 75 percent of the increase is 
represented in the '67,881 new jobs required 
to absorb units and functions transferred 
from temporary war agencies in liquidation. 

PERSONNEL CEILINGS 

An instrument which could be used effec
tively for p aring personnel in the executive 
branch to peacetime levels was provided by 
the Congress when it enacted Public Law 106, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, directing the Bureau 
of the Budget to determine quarterly ceilings 
on personnel employed in the United States • 
by the respective agencies. The declared 
purpose of the law was, in the interest of 
economy and efficiency, to effectuate the ter
mination of services of all personnel not re
quired for the proper and efficient perform
ance of the functions of the respective agen
cies. 

The effectiveness with which the law has 
been applied may be judged on the basis of 
allowances authorized in the two quarterly 
determinations made during the fiscal year 
1946. The agencies were allowed a total of 
1,810,567 employees in the United States, ex
clusive of wage-board personnel for the first 
quarter of the current fiscal year which be
gan before the war ended. Allowances for 

. the second quarter, which began after the 
war ended, totaled 1,856,828, a net increase of 
46,261 civilian jobs in the United States, ex
clusive of wage-board employees. A reduc
tion of 53,466 was prescribed for the War and 
Navy Departments, and the emergency war 
agencies were ordered to release 59,955, but 
the old-line agencies were allowed an in
crease of 159,682 employees. 

PERSONN~L IN BUDGET ESTIMATES 

. The extent to which personnel .levels in 
the executive branch continue to rise even 
in the postwar period is evident in the Budget 
estimates for. fiscal year 1947. For exam
ple, for the fisc.al year 1946 (beginning July 
1, 1945), 16 peacetime establishments are 
shown to have justified to the satisfaction 
of the Bureau of the Budget a total of 333,-
301.4 man-years including those connected 
with national-defense activities. Budget re-

quests for these agencies for the fiscal year 
1947 (beginning July 1, 1946) show a tota1 
of 367,973.6 or an increase of 34,672. In con
nection with · this increase, .it is poinied out 
that the President in his message last Jan
uary 14, said that . "as in recent years, de
tailed recommendations concernil .. g most ap
propriations for. the national-defense ·pro.: 
gr~m are postponed until spring." 

So it may be anticipated that the net in.:. 
crease in theEe agencies will be greater to 
the extent of personnel r.equired for any 
national-defense functions assigned to them. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The committee finds: 
I. That employment in the old-line agen

cies has been increasing ever since VJ-day. 
II. That such reductions as have taken 

place in the emergency war agencies have 
been nearly compensated for in the increases 
shown in the old-line agencies. 

Il.L That ,while. large-scale decreases have 
taken place in . the War and Navy Depart
ments, demobilization of civilian personnel 
is not continuing at a rate comparable to 
military demobilization. 

IV. That perpetuation of excess war per
sonnel in the Federal service is being made 
by transferring such personnel and functions 
from war agencies to peacetime agencies. 

V. That these increases are taking place 
under adjusted ceilings established by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

VI. That there is a clear oblibation upon 
the Congress and the President to determine 
immediately whether demobilization of war
time civilian personnel is unduly apathetic, 
whether there is inclination to perpetuate 
wartime civilian personnel inflation, and 
whether the situation conforms with the 
policy of the Government .. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com

mittee on Foreign Relations: 
.Prent ice Cooper, of Tennessee, to be Am

bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
to Peru. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com
mittee on Military Affairs: 

Sundry officers for appointment, by trans
fer, in the Regular Army of the United 
States; and 

Sundry officers for promotion in the Regu
lar Army of the United Stat es, under the pro
visions of law. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills arid a joint resolution were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 
S. 2128. A bill to amend section 100 of the 

Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944; and 
S. 2129. A bill to remove the existing limi

tation on the number of associate members 
of the Board of Veterans' Appeals in the Vet
erans' Administration; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. DOWNEY: 
S. 2130. A bill for the relief of Secundano 

Castillian, a minor; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

S. 2131. A bill to authorize the payment 
of compensation for time lost in the case of 
certain veteran and nonveteran employees 
of the .United States restored to active duty 
after disproval of charges against them; to 
the Committee on Civil Service. 

• By Mr; GUFFEY: 
S. 2132. A bill to amend the Act entitled 

"A!l. act to. provide for the posthumous 
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appointment to commissioned or noncom-
missioned grade of certain enlisted men and 
the posthumous promotion of certain ofticers 
and enllited men,'' approved July 28, 1942 
(56 Stat. 722) so as-to provide for the promo
tion of persons in the military or naval serv
ice who were killed while leading units prop
erly commanded by persons holding a higher 
grad(; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WALSH: 
S. 2133. A bill to amend further the Pay 

Readjustment Act ·of 1942, as amended; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. TAFT: 
S. 2134. A bill for the relief of John B. H. 

:Waring; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
(Mr. BRIDGES introduced Senate bill 2135, 

imposing certain limitations on appoint
ments to the· Supreme Court, which was re
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and appears under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BUTLER: 
S. J. Res. 157. Joint resolution to enable 

private purchasers of corn and wheat to pur
chase at the same price as the. Government; 
to the Committee on Banking and. Currency. 

THE GOVERNMENT OF RUSSIA 

Mr. BUSHFIELD. Mr. President, I 
call attention to a statement of British 
Prime Minister Attlee which seems to me 
very significant. The statement is as 
follows: 

The Communist Party gives Up service to 
democracy, but it is essentially undemo
cratic. The methods by which it seeks to 
gain power disregard altogether the obliga
tion to maintain the standards of conduct 
whieh would make life possible in a civilized 
society. 

In that connection, and as particular
ly significant, I call the attention of the 
Senate to a statement by P. very dis-tin
guished statesman of our own co tin try, 
Bainbridge Colby. He said: 

It 1s not possible for the Government of 
the United States to recognize the present 
rulers of Russia as a government with 
which the relations common to friendly 
governments can be maintained. This con
viction has nothing to do with any particu
lar political or social structure which the 
Russian people themselves may see fit to 
embrace. It rests upon a wholly dl.fierent 
set of facts. These facts, which none dis
putes, have convinced the Government or 
the United States, against its. will, that the 
existing regime in Russia is based upon the 
negation of every principle of honor and 
good faith and every usage and convention 
underlying the whole structure of interna
tiona,l law-the negation, in short, of every 
principle upon which it 1s pos.sible to base 
harmonious and trustful relations, whether 
of nations or of individuals. 

Mr. President, that statement was 
made in the year 1920 by the then Sec
retary of State of the United States. 

INFLATION-ADDRESS BY HENRY 
MORGENTHA'Uo JR. 

[Mr. WAGNER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD ·a radio address 
entitled "Inflation," deiivered by Henry 
Morgenthau, Jr., former Secretary of the 
Treasury, on April 24, 1946, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

SUFFRAGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA-8TATEMENT BY JESSE. C. 
SUTER 

[Mr. CAPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD a statement r.e
garding suffrage for the District of Colum
bia, written by Jesse C. Suter, and published 
in the Washington Ev.ening Star, which ap
pears in the Appendix.) 

TRANSWORLD AIR LINES CONTRACT 
WITH THE ITALIAN GOVERNMENT 

[Mr. WALSH askee and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Ru:oan the Transworld 
Air Lines' story of its contract with the. 
Italian Government, which· appears in the 
Appendix.) 

THE PLACE OF THE UNITED STATES IN 
WORLD AVIATION 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, there 
appeared in the Washington Times-Her
ald this morning an article by John 
O'Donnell under the caption "Capitol 
stuff," deaiing.. with a subject which, to 
my mind, must have the serious consid
eration and attention of the Congress of 
the United States within a very short 
time if Congress is at all intent upon 
preserving or protecting the rights of the 
Government of the United States in air 
commerce. 

Mr. O'Donnell's statement gives a his
tory of conditions which are in existence 
now and are being continued from day to 
day in the way of secret agreements 
entered,into by foreign governments with 
one American line against another Amer
ican line. An article on the same subject 
is found today in the New York Herald 
Tribune, written by Bert Andrews. 
These two articles, so comprehensive and 
so expressive of conditions as- we find 
them, I respectfully ask unanimous con
sent to have inserted in the RECORD in 
connection with my remarks. 

There being no objection, the' articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Washington Times-Herald of April 

30, 19461 
CAPITOL STUFF 

(By John O'Donnell) 
The following will probably disturb the 

gentlemen in our State Department. But we 
believe it should be placed on the line--cold 
turkey-and kicked around in front of the 
citizens of the Republic whose income-tax 
payments provide the good old do-re-mi 
necessary for the upkeep of the diplomatic 
limousines, cocktail parties, morning coats, 
etc. 

It's important because it concerns this 
country's definite and established right and 
power to rule the passenger and traffic lines 
of the globe-everywhere and in our time. 

The Roosevelt hangovers in the State De
partment, who for some fantastic reason 
want to give away everything we Americans 
have to the first down-at-the-heels-sponging 
foreigner who asks for a hand-out, have been' 
trying to give away our controlling stake in 
world aviation. 

Fortunately; the boys who have something 
to say about the peacetime control of the 
skies have so messed things up that the whole 
story will come out-and we hope with such 
a dramatic fanfare that it busts up the 
present peace conference in Paris. 

The issue now boiling up before the dis
tinguished Secretary of State Byrnes 1n Paris 
as he sits with his Big Four colleagues is a 
matter of global air control and happens to 
be one of the messiest stews in the interna
tional pot. 

But just the same, it's significant. The 
fight pivots on the squa_wk of the British be
cause the United States outfit--TWA-has 
signed up a contract with Italy. 

And TWA in the good old American fashion 
quite properly did its best to freeze out for
eign competition-an old-time characteristic 
which in recent centuries has made Britain 
and the United States the greatest nations in 
the world. 

Heart of the matter is this: Can the execu~ 
tive branch of the Government, under Tru
man, carry out the dictaton methods of the 
late Franklin D. Roosevelt and so permit the 
White House-controlled State Department to 
enter into agreements with foreign nations 
with respect to world aviation which are in 
fact treaties. 

The Senate, according to the Constitution 
of the United States, must pass on treaties 
and has the power to kick them out the 
window-as the Senate properly and cou
rageously did when the sainted Woodrow 
came forth with the Treaty of Versailles and 
the League of Nations. 

A few days ago, the Senate Commerce Com
mittee gave the old-line Roosevelt New Deal 
theory of secret and private air agreements · 
with foreign nations a resounding kick in the 
pants when by a vote of 15 to 1 it booted out 
the State Department's sanctified Bermuda 
agreements and all others. 

The dissenting individual was, as might"'be 
expected, Florida's CLAUDE (RED) PEPPER, the 
Moscow mouthpi~ce on. Capitol Hill. 

The lusty kick alsQ inflicted a sad but well
deserved bruise on. the :tn.tellectual posterior 
of the former Assistant Secretary of State 
Adolf Augustus Berle, Jr., who some time 
back was F. D. R.'s stooge in giving all foreign 
aviation competitors everything, everywhere, 
in our time. 

The over-all issue is simple. On the world
wid~ global is.sue, this country of ours kll.ows 
more about flying (we invented it), has more 
technical know-how, has the capacity for 
turning out planes and fliers in sutficient 
numbers to service the nations of the world, 
and created 1n wartime, all by ourselves, the 
gadgets and devices for safer, faster- flying. 

Furthermore, we built fields all over the 
worltl. to save the hides and necks of our be
loved a111es and paid for them with Amertcan 
cash. 

In other words, the transportation of men 
and goods through the skies is just as much 
today a strictly American monopoly as in 
the last generation was England's control of 
the seas. 

On the domestic front the Nation's domi
nance (for profit) in commerce of the air 
may well . mean the power to continue the 
standard of living at its proper place--tops in 
the world. · 

The wealth created by the rough-and-tum
ble railroad pioneers after the Civil War, and 
later by the automobile manufacturers and 
roadbuilders of the twenties, increased the 
happiness of all. 

So the dough coming from American air 
dominance of the universe in the next decade 
means more fun and happiness for Ameri
cans-unless the share-it-all-With-foreign~rs 
idea takes over the show-as most of the 
pinkos and commies would like to see hap
pen. 

Some of our native-born rough-and·-tumble 
tough guys in the home-grown aviation show 
have been using up so much muscle scrap
ping with eac.h other that they come up 
panting and fist-heavy when they have to 
take on overseas challengers. 

As examples, we point to Juan Trippe, of 
Pan-American; Howard Hughes, of TWA; and 
Gen. C. R. Smith, of American Airlines. 

If this trio should meet in a dark alley 
some night, and just to make the fight good 
we'll toss in Eddie Rick en backer, of Eastern, 
the worthy gentlemen could stage one of the 
lustiest brawls in the history of what is po
litely known as the advancement of American 
economy of global aviation. 

Pan-American's Trippe, TWA's Hughes, and. 
AA's Smith are all in the jealous positions of 
being licensed by our Civil Aeronautics Board. 
to compete with each other and with the 
foreigners for the definite dough that will 
roll in from pas.sengers and freight on the 
soft-touch, blue-ribbon trans-Atlantic routes. 
Hence the dog-eat-dog tactics, result we may 
point out of the Berle-Roosevelt line of global 
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thinking and the .screwbaU thinking which 
simmers down to this: 

"The only way to Make money these days 
is to tap your own bank account, give the 
cash to a foreign competitor, and then pray 
that you'll get some of your own dough 
back." 

We thought the country had learned this 
lesson back in the twenties when the suckers 
kicked good American cash into European 
deadbeats (Finland excepted) and our good 
neighbors in Central and South America. 

[From the New York Herald Tribune of April 
30, 1946] 

UNITED STATES AIR DEAL IN ITALY FACING SEN
ATE ATTACK-SECRET BERMUDA DOCUMENT 
PROVIDES FUEL FOR NEW ANGLO-AMERICAN 
DISPUTE 

(By Bert Andrews) 
WASHINGTON, April 29.-A secret document 

from the Uni.ted States-United Kingdom Civil 
Aviation Conference at Bermuda last Febru
ary came to light today and provided new fuel 
for an Anglo-American dispute which may 
have grave repercussions at the current meet
ing of foreign ministers in Paris and at the 
ensuing peace conference. 

Senator OWEN BREWSTER, Republican, of 
Maine, said he would take the Senate floor 
for a full-dress discussion of the trouble
making paper, which is listed in State De
partment files as Bermuda Conference-Doc
ument No. 8, but which cannot properly be 
called an agreement since it was not adopted 
and signed by the delegations, but was merely 
"noted in the final plenary seEsion." 

There are three major issues in the contro
versy: 

Whether the State Department was aware 
of the monopolistic nature of a contract 
sought by Trans World Airline with the Ital
ian Government at the very, time this Gov
ernment was opposing similar tactics by the 
Russians with regard to aviation in the Bal-

. kans and by the Britis~ with relation to the 
Italian chemical industry. (Document No.8, 
plus other papers, indicates the Department 
was well informed about all the moves of 
TWA.) 

ONE PARAGRAPH DISPUTED 
Whether the exclusive contract signed on 

February 11 between Italy and the company, 
whose corporate na,me is Transcontinental & 
Western Air, Inc., was in conflict with sug
gestions at Bermuda t~at the British Over
seas Aviation Corp. would p~,rticipate in any 
civilian aviation development in It~ly. 
(Document No. 8 has a hotly disputed para
graph. It does not seem to constitute a for
mal agreement to give the British a share, 
as asserted by the British Foreign Office. 
But it does tend to show that there was 
talk about the subject and perhaps an un
official understan d_ing.) 

Whether, in the words of Senator JoHN 
H. OvERTON, Democrat, of Louisiana, the 
signing of such exclusive contracts would 
interfere with "the orderly development of 
international aviation" by inspiring compa
nies of many countries to seek exclusive 
rights in nations throughout the world. 

"The whole thing has very unfortunate 
implications," Senator BREWSTER said. "The 
fight on this is only beginning and there is 
a lot more to come out. 

"The State Department witnesses never 
breathec! a word about this Document No. 8, 
despite exhaustive quPstioning, until we 
pressed for it. 

"Y.ou know, there's an old story about a 
man who would never tell a lie but who, 
unless pinned down, was mighty econom
ical of the truth. That seems to be the case 
here, and we're going after the truth." 

AGREEMENT DENIED 
The State Department position is that Doc

ument No. 8 was not directly connected with 
the main purpose of the Bermuda Confer-

ence, but was merely t~e fruit of discussions 
by a two-ma;n Anglo-American committee, in 
which discussions the British served notice 
they wished to participate in any revival of 
Italian internal aviation. The State De
partment contends that the document, in
cluding the passage relating to Italy, was 
not accepted or agreed to. 

The view advanced in London by the Brit
ish Foreign Office is that one passage in the 
document constituted a secret agreement of 
the Bermuda Conference to let Britain and 
the United States share in the operation of 
Italy's new civil air line, Linea Aero Italiane, 
in which, subsequently, TWA received exclu
sive partnership. 

Following is the pertinent paragraph from 
the Bermuda document-a paragraph which 
is expected to be parsed painstakingly by 
many Senators before the debate is ended: 

"The United States delegation stated that 
the Italian Government had requested TWA 
to participate in the rehabilitation of their 
internal services. This subject had, accord
ing to their information, been discussed by 
the Allied Commission in Italy, and the 
United States delegation were anxious to 
learn whether, in the event of Italian internal 
air lines being authorized by the Allied pow
ers, His Majesty's Government would desire 
British interests to participate in any scheme 
for assisting them. The ·United Kingdom 
delegation replied that His Majesty's Gov
ernment would almost certainly. so desire." 

SECRECY RECOMMENDED 
The document embodying this and other 

paragraphs was signed for the United States 
by Stokeley W. Morgan and for the United 
Kingdom by L. J. Dunnet. In submitting 
their report to the Bermuda Conference on 
February 11, they said: "In view of the con
fidential nature of most of the questions 
dealt with in our report, we recommend that 
with the exception of paragraph 9 none of 
it should be made public." 

None of it was-at the time . 
In finally sending the document to the 

Senate Commerce Committees, which had 
already gone exhaustively into the Italian 
phase, the State Department said: 

1. That the document was drawn up by 
Messrs. Dunnet and Morgan in expectation 
that it would be adopted and signed by the 
delegations at Bermuda. 

2. That it was not adopted and signed but 
"was only noted in the final plenary session 
of the Conference." 

3. That "due to the delicacy of some of the 
matters diEcussed herein, and the agreement 
that this record of conversations should be 
treated as confidential, it is considered essen
tial that it not find its way into the public 
press." 

SECRECY IRKS SENATORS 
Many of the Senators did not see eye to 

eye with the State Department on the secrecy 
request. Some of them have been irate over 
the number of international moves made by 
Ex·ecutive agreement withcmt consideration 
of the treaty-making powers of the Senate. 

Senator BREWSTER, in discussing the over
all topic, voiced a tribute for Don Cook, of the 
London Bureau of the New York Herald Trib
une. It was a story by Mr. Cook in the issue 
of April 17 which played a big part in the 
demand for public airing of the whole situa
tion. Mr. Cook's story quoted the British 
Foreign Office as saying the TWA-Italy 
contract upset a secret agreement under 
which Great Britain and the United States 
were to have shared in the operation. It 
carried the headline, "TWA accord with Italy 
voids Anglo-United States pact-upsets a 
secret agreement reached at Bermuda to share 
in air-line rights." 

The next day the State Department 
acknowledged that Britain was protesting the 
TWA contract on the grqund that the BOAC 
was excluded. 

A few days later the State Department 
reported to the Senate Commerce Committee 
that TWA had made a "monopolistic" con
tract which threatened to complicate "the 
already difficult problems -in the Council of 
Foreign Ministers." The State Department 
admitted it had known since November 1945 
that TWA was trying to negotiate the con
tract, but said that "the exclusive nature of 
this contract, in spite of repeated inquiries 
by the state Department as to its terms, was 
not known to this Government until Feb
ruary 8, 1946." 

SENATORS TO PURSUE INQUIRY 
It became known today that some Senators 

intend to pursue the inquiry along these 
lines: 

The TWA-Italy agreement was signed on 
February 11. 

Since documents submitted to the Com
merce Department show that TWA kept the 
Embassy in Rome continuously aware of its 
negotiations, why did the State Department 
not become aware of the nature of the pro
posed contract before February 8? 

Why, if the Department did learn of the · 
nature of the contract on February 8, did it 
not act within the 3 days between then and 
February 11 if it objected so strongly? 

Why did the Department notify the em
bassy in Rome on March 25 that it appeared 
to be within Italy's rights to negotiate a 
contract with a private company, such as 
had been done with TWA, provided that 
such contract provide for participation by 
others if the Combined Chiefs of Staff so 
ordered. 

One of the answers appears to be that the 
Italian Government now hesitates to go 
through with the contract because of pos
sible bad reactions at the foreign ministers' 
meeting or the peace conference if the Brit
ish plea for a share is rejected. 

Some-of the other answers may come out 
when Senator ~REWSTER takes the floor. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, for 
many months, in fact, during all the 
present session of Congress, and before, 
the Committee on Commerce of the Sen
ate has had before it the matter of air 
commerce abroad, the air commerce of 
the world, and the part we should play 
in that great venture. 

If America is to pay off her national 
debt, if we are to take our place among 
the nations of the earth in commerce, 
t.9en America, with the fine advance
ment she has made up to date, should 
not lose her place. But, Mr. President, 
day by day and step by step America is 
losing her place in the vanguard of the 
commerce of the world. . Today we are 
losing mail contracts, we are losing pas
sengers, we ·are losing prestige, because 
we· are divided, one line against another, 
one company against another, when, as 
a matter of fact, our great competitor in 
the air, the British Empire, stands as a 
unit with the entire British Empire be
hind one line, one British flag line. 

The Committee on Commerce had be
fore it a measure which would create 
what I choose to term the All-American 
Flag Line, behind which this Government 
would place everything it had in the W'C.y 
of power in every direction. The Com
mittee on Commerce failed to report the 
bill by a vote of 10 to 10. It is again 
before the Commerce Committee. Hear
ings are to be held before it commenc
ing on the 20th of this month, and I 
hope that when the Commerce Com
mittee reaches the point of voting on 
the All-American Flag Line measure 

\ 



4214 OONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE. APRIL 30 

again we will see to it that America will 
stand behind American lines:; that 
America w1ll take her place in the iront 
line -of c-ommercial activity so tbat the 
American people may be proud .ci>f the 
Ameri-can line th:a:t will carry commerce 
by air wit h America.tl .energy behind. it. 

The articles I have placed in the REc
mm show. Mr. President, that the publi'c 
is now becoming awakened to the sit
uation to which it has been so long blind. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, wi1I 
the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Supplementing 

what the Senator has said, I wish to say 
that I had an interesting experience 2 
years .ago when this matter came up. 
A representative of a reliable British 
agency came to me and wanted me to 
make a statement 'on the subject. I sug
gested to him that our merchant marine 
had been paralyzed in the last two dec
ades }jy reason of division of opinion here 
on the subject, and wnether or not 1t 
was stimulated from outside S(i)U.rces, the 
re-sult had been the same. .I sugg-ested 
that possibly the same poUey might be 
followed in the air. While be was not 
an -official representative of the British 
Government, so I do not assume to affi.x 
to it governmental responsibility, he sug
gested that naturally the British would
do the best they; could to divtde and 
conquer. · 

The only importance I attach 1to that 
is that in the last 2 years, whether or 
not instigated from inside or outside 
sources, that is precisely what has been 
going on. I do not mean to intimate 
that the distinguished gentlemen who 
head these vario11s overseas .air enter
prises engage in anything ether than the 
good old American _game of competiti-On, 
but 1 do suggest tha-t it .operates very 
much to the advantage ·oif our foreign 
competitors in the most important field, 
perhapS; to be developed in the postwar 
world, since I think without exception 
every one of them is operating as a com
plete mpnopoly. So while Britain had 
tontemplated they WGuld have private 
parti-cipaUon, the la:bor government im
mediately excluded tha:t, and has made 
available in recent months a total credit 
of $600;06.0,-000 f-or the -development. of 
British overseas airlilil.es under one c.on
trel. Against that we have the -com
paratively puny efforts -of Am-erican pri
vate entei"pri.ses, with an m¥estment .of 
much less than $100,000;000 capital 
.available. They have six ti-mes that 
mu-ch in the British venture. It indi
cates, I think, the tre:melil.dous impor
tance they attach .to the conquest of the 
air, so that the British fiag may be su
preme in commercial .air .service .as it 
has been so long upon the seas. 

I in no way .challenge their r.ights -or 
their wisdom, ·b:ut I say this only so that 
we m.ay ~ definitely in mind th.e q_ues
tion of the kind .of competition we are 
up against, with which the Senator from 
Nevada has done so much to fanu.1iariz.e 
the people of this .country. 

One item which I left ou·t of the dis
-cussion the other day was ·the device tha-t 
the British use to keep .British travelers 
fr-om dying American. While anyqne 

can fty any ·une, under present exehange 
arrangements -an Englishman le'a ving 
England is only allowed 1'00 pounds for 
all ex.pendltures. That means about 
$400. The fare to New York under pres
ent restriction-s is $3'i5. So that if a1il 
Englishman sholdd elect to fiy on a111 
American line he would arrive in New 
York with $25 in his pocket to spend in 
the night clubs, with nothing left to pay 
his way back home. He would have to 
swim home. If, bowever, he should de
cide to fiy British that sum of money is 
allowed as an -extra allowance. He can 
talke with him not only :$400 to spend in 
America and elsewhere, but he may also 
draw $'750 to pay for his round-trip fare 
on the British line. 

.t\gain I do not -criticize the British. ' I 
· think they hav-e a perfect right to do 
this; indeed, I think they are very smart 
to do it. But it merely illustrates that 
we cannot alf-ord to be be simple or naive. 
I very much .hope that the advocacy of 
the Senator from Nevada for unity in 
approach by private enterprise to this 
situation :inay be very much more seri
ously considered as time goes on, 'and 
that ail of' these various .enterprises may 
feel the wisdom of uniting their efforts 
in the interest of America taking the 
:pOsition to which it is rightfully entitled 
in the atrways of the world. 

Mr. M<JCARRAN. Mr. President, I am 
very grateful to the SenatQr from Maine 
for his contril;mti.on. 
PAYMENT OF BONUS ON WHEAT-PLIGHT 

OF WHEAT FARMERS 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President in con
nection with,. the recent order issued by · 
tlil:e tSeeretary of Agriculture respecting 
a bonus em wheat delivered before a cer
tain date, I will say that I have received 
scores and s,cores -of letters of protest 
from farmers. I have picked _out a few 
which I wish to read to the Senate. One 
is addressed to me from New Leipzig, N. 
Dak., under date -of April 26, 1946, and is 
as follows: 

NEw LEIPZIG, N. DAK., April 2.6, 1946. 
Hon. 'Wn.LIAM LANGER, 

Washington, D . .C. 
DEAR MR. LANGER: Allow me to call your 

attenti0n to the fact that the Government 
offering a 3'0-cent pTemium on wheat, at this 
time, is not quite fair to some farmers. 

In January of this -year I received a letter 
asking me to sell my wheat as it is ba-dly 
needed to feed Europe. I responded to the 
Nat:i.on's call for food and sold my wheat at 
that time, but there were many t:l!lat didn't 
do that. N:ow . it seems that those w.ho 
didn't respond a't that time are ofi'ered :tO 
.cents per bushel and those who answered 
~avor.a..bly to the call in January, or rather th:e 

. beginning of the year, '8.l'e the losers. 
This, [ believe, is not faiT and I think that 

the premium should be paid on all wheat 
-deliv-ered after January 1. 

No doubt, Mr.- LANG-ER, you have already 
th'eught of that, too, becam;e I kn-ow you are 
looking out and doing all you can for youT 
people. So, don't you agree with me on this 
point and don't you think it wouid be only 
fair to pay the 30 cents to all dr to none? 

T.b.anks a lot. 
'I remain, 

Yours very truly, 
SAM E. ROEHL, 

A Grant County Farmer. 

I hav~ -r>eoeive·d another l-etter from 
Berthold, N. Dak., under date of April 
'26, as ·follows: 

BERTHOLD, N. DAK., April 26, 1946. 
Senator LANGER. 

DEAR SIR: I am writing you in regar«ts to 
t'la:e JO-oent bGLl.US on Wheat br-ought in be
.f.ore May 25. Lucky for the farmers that 
didn't rush to the call to haul in the wh-eat. 
What about us that hauled ours in before 
this bonus came ab.out? Seems being patri
otic doesn't pay. This 30-cent bonus would 
come in mighty handy for me, trying to get 
a start on the farm an-d having to buy high
priced second-hand machinery, because a 
fellow just .starting up fa;..:ming hasn't a 
.chan.ce to get any new equipment. Seems 
anybody that's been farm1ng for years , and 
has a good line of machinery, can get new 
equipment, but not a beginner. 

Would appreciate knDwing if we earlier 
birds have a chance of ge tting the 30-cent 
bonus, too. 

Siac.erely yours, 
LoUIS CAIN. 

I also have a letter from Heaton, N. 
Dak., under date of April 24, 1946, writ
ten to the en~ire North Dakota delega
tion, as fo.ll-ows: 

HEATON, N. DAK·., April 24, 19-46. 
MT. GLENN TALBOTT, 

Preside-nt, North Dakota Farmers 
Vnion. 

Hon. CUN'.I!ON AN!DERSON, 
Secretary Agriculture. 

Hon. WILLIAM LANGEtt. 
Hon. MILTON R. Y.oUNG. 
Hon. WILLIAM LEMKE. 
Hon. CH·ARLES RoBERTsON. 

GENTLEMEN: I am writing you ln regard 
to the recent order, of th.e Secretary of Agri
culture giving . fa,rm:ers 30 cents .a bushel 
bonus for wheat -delivered from April 21 to 
May 25. What about us farmers who had 
to sell -our wheat last fall on the open
market? 

'I am a renter and ther-e are n-o grain
storage facilities on the farm, and there are 
many hundreds like me in North Dakota. 
When I threshed last fall there was no 
elevator storage available so I had to sell 
my grain the same day I threshed. Now I 
have to buy seed aad pay the extra 30 cents 
:prer buShel for my seed, taking a double 
loss. Do you think this iair? Our grain 
ha;s been used for feeding the world and 
now the grain ·hoarders-men whD have 
,been holding their gra_.in off the m-arket are 
;to get an extra 30-oent bonus. Is that fair? 
I h-ave a section neaTly ready to vut 1nto 
wheat 'Sind I'll be damn-ed if· I'll pay that 
·extra 30 cents per bushel for seed. I'll. let 
it lay idle first. 

I think this is about the rawest deal the 
maifority of North Dakota farmers have ever 
been h-anded. A good many hundreds like 
me are about ready to quit. A small per
centage of fa.rmers who were fortunate 
enough to ge:t threshed early Wllld have their 
.own stocage get the bolll1S. I think this is 
the worst kind of discrimination. 

Respectfully yours, 
EARL E. JAMES. 

Mr. President, I call attention to the 
fact that when the Government wanted 
linseed {)il in 1943 it promised. the farm
ers cf the Northwest $10 an acre if they 
would seed their land to fl.ax. Thou
sands of fanners took tn-e Gov-ernment at 
its word and seeded their land to fiax. 
Some of them broke up land which they 
really did not want to break up, but in 
order to help the Government they broke · 
it up and seeded it to fiax; 1943 went by, 
1944 went 'by, and 1'945 went by. We are 
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now in 1946. Although I protested time 
and time again, up to the present 
moment the farmers have not receiVed 
the $10 an acre which was promised 
them. 

In connection with whear, the next day 
after the order was made, after I had 
received several telephone calls from 
North Dakota, I introduced Senate bill 
2118, providing for the payment of a 
bonus of 30 cents a bushel on wheat pro
duced and sold between January 1, 1945, 
and April 18, 1946. The farmers in the 
State of North Dakota-and I assume 
that the same thing is true of the farm
ers of Montana and South Dakota-are 
up in arms over this recent order. One 
of the men writing to me stated that if 
the farmers buy seed now they must pay 
30 cents a bushel more for it than they 
would have to pay if this order had not 
been made. There is no provision in 
the order that a man who did not have 
seed and who wished to seed his crop, 
would not have to pay 30 .cents a bushel 
ext ra. 

I call attention again to the fact that 
all over the Northwest there has been a 
serious lack of farm machinery. The 
county agent in one county, the county 
of Hettinger, of which Mott is the county 
seat, testified that in 1943 the farmers of 
that one county lost approximately 
$1,000,000 in wheat and fiax, because they 
did not have the farm machinery avail
able with which to take care of their 
crops. At that very time, in 6 weeks, from 
July 15 to August 31, through the city of 
Portal, N. Dak., one little port of entry, 
655 rubber-tired combines and 566 rub
ber-tired tractors were exported to Can
ada. They were taken through North 
Dakota, where the farmers needed the 
machinery so badly, and sent to Canada. 

It seems to me that the farmers all 
over the Northwest have received a 
pretty miserable deal from the Govern
ment. In the last war the prices of farm 
machinery went up and up and up. After 
the war was over the prices of farm ma
chinery remained at a high level, and 
today farm machinery costs more than it 
ever did before in the history of the 
United States. 

But what happened with respect to 
wheat? In the last war the farmers 
were getting $2.26 a bushel at Minne
apolis. Instead of the price of wheat 
going up, when this war started the price 
was kept practicalfy stationary. Today 
the farmers are receiving, aside from the 
bonus, from $1.50 to $1.60, although the 
prices of everything the farmer must buy 
have skyrocketed, and in many in
stances, as the distinguished Senator who 
is presiding [Mr. McKELLAR] well knows, 
today the prices of some of the things he 
buys are pra;ctically doubled. 

My bill has been referred to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. I 
am hoping that the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry of the Senate will 
take prompt action on the bill. 

Last Saturday a group of Senators 
went to see Secretary Clinton Anderson. 
The group included Senators from Mis
souri, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and 
Minnesota. At that time I protested 
the treatment which the farmers had 

received. For example, the Government 
says to · us in January, "Europe needs 
your wheat, and if you are a good, Chris
tian, patriotic farmer, get in your wheat 
fast." The farmers who·believe the Gov
ernment and want to help the people in 
Europe bring in their crops and then 
find that some farmer who did not do so 
gets 30 cents a bushel more. When the 
next crop is taken of! the ground and the 
Government . comes along with its ap
peals, I am of the opinion that the farm
ers are going to do what some of these 
letters indicate. They will not be so 
anxious to respond to the call of the Gov
ernment because of the feeling that 
within a few weeks or a few months the 
Government will come along with a bonus 
of 30 or 40 cents a bushel. 

I invite the attention of the Senate to 
the terrible plight of the farmer in North 
Pakota with respect to the labor situa
tion. Day after day I receive letters, as 
I assume most other Senators from farm
ing States do, telling of instances in 
which the last son has been taken away 
from the farm home. A man 60, 65, or 
70 years of age may have between a 
half section and a section of land. When 
he goes to the State selective-service 
board and asks that his boy be left on 
the f~rm for some time to help put in a · 
crop, or possibly to harvest it, the State 
director says to him, "Your boy can be 
replaced by a hired man." But when 
the farmer goes to an employment age'ncy 
he finds that no hired man is available. 
So it is simply begging the question, 
simply an excuse, to say to a farmer who 
wants his boy at home, . and is entitled 
to have him at home under the Tydings 
amendment, "We are going to take your 
boy, because you will be able to get a 
hired man," when as a matter of fact 
nearly every farmer in North Dakota 
knows that it is impossible to get" hired 
help. 

I hope that the Committee on Agricul.;. 
ture and Forestry will take prompt action 
on my bill. I may add that my distin
guished colleague from North Dakota 
[Mr. YOUNG] is in the Chamber. He has 
just returned from North Dakota, where 
he has been for about a week. He was 
not present at the time we had our meet
ing with the Secretary of Agriculture, 
but I now yield to him. I believe he will 
verify my statement. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I fully 
agree with the sentiments expressed by 
the senior Senator from North Dakota. 
The farmer of North Dakota has believed 
all along that the price of grain would 
be based on parity. The farmers re
sponded to the call of the Government 
to haul their wheat to town to help the 
starving people of the world. They were 
doing it as fast as they could with the 
shortage of help. They are now in the 
process of planting their crops, and it is 
utterly impossible to get all the wheat 
in immediately and still plant their crops 
with the present shortage of labor. ' 

I have been handling many requests 
made of citizens of North Dakota to pro
vide wheat to the starving people of Eu
rope as pure gifts, particularly for people 
of Polish descent. Now the Government 

comes along with a bonus of 30 cents a 
bushel. Only about a third of the farm
ers can take advantage of ~t. Many 
patriotic farmers have already disposed 
of their wheat. 
· On top of that, Dean Acheson has is
sued a statement to the effect that wheat 
should be taken away from the farmers 
of North Dttkota. That is one of the 
most damnable statements I h..ave ever 
heard by any official of the United States 
to a patriotic and generous people. In 
the first place, it is entirely wrong. 
Property cannot be taken away from 
people in that- manner. The farmers 
must keep a part of their wheat for seed. 
If they do not, and there is a crop failure, 
many will be faced with feed and seed 
loans, on which they will be charged 5 
percent interest, as has happened in the 
past. The feeling on the part of the 
farmers against the British loan is due 
partly to resentment over the 5 percent 
interest charged them. At one time two
thirds of the people of my State had feed 
loans on which they were paying 5 per
cent interest, and they were buying 
bonds at the same time which paid 2% 
percent interest, and now the United 
States is making loans to foreign coun
tries at 2 percent interest or less. 

Mr. LANGER. I should like to ask my 
distinguished colleague what the situa
tion is relative to farm help and the 
drafting of farm boys. 

Mr. YOUNG. Experienced help is not 
available at all. In fact, I own a farm 
and I have not been able to get an ex
perienced man to help on it. It is not 
possible to get machinery; it is impossi
ble to get lumber, or most things farmers 
need so badly to produce food. There is 
absolutely no lumber at all for dire needs. 

Mr. LANGER. I ask my colleague if he 
knows of a single farmer who has been 
able to hire a man to help him on his 
farm after his son has been drafted and 
he has been told that he can hire help 
through an employment agency. 

Mr. YOUNG. No; it is impossible to 
obtain farm help. Although farmers 
need experienced help in connection with 
the production of . food crops, it is im
possible to obtain experienced help. 

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN 

The, Senate resumed consideration of 
the joint resolution <S. J. Res. 138) to 
implement further the purposes of the 
Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to ·carry out an agreement with the 
United Kingdom, and for other purposes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President-
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Louisiana is recognized. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, when 

the Senate took a recess yesterday after
noon I asked leave to place in the REcORD 
an excerpt from the statement of Hon. 
Fred Vinson, Secretary of the Treasury, 
in relation to the sterling bloc area and 
the sterling dollar pool area, because 
previously the Senate had, in my opinion, 
fully debated the problems involved in 
respect to those issues. As I have 
pointed out on several occasions, the 
purpose of the proposed loan is to re
place los~es which have been sustained 
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by the British during and sinc-e the war 
from many .af 'their investments wllich 
were made . abroad. .it will be recalled 
that, as I l)ointed :~ut. the imports :nf 
Great Britain were largel~ paid frnm 
income tleniv:ed b¥ the :British 1rom. .ln
vestments Jlllade R.brnad ami 'from :ship
ping. .Ther.e has been such a decrease 
in the income 'from .those .SI1n.rces that 
the Brmisll find .it necessary m .obtain 
mooey, so the story gees. ..:to nffset the 
loss. This loan ·will ;alBo be used :in mder 
to ;s:ssi.st those in the ster:llng bloc area 
who now .are knocking at the doors of 
the Briti:Sh, trying to obtain some kind of 
settl'ement :so tll:at they .can c<mtinue to 
function. 

3: fnrthm" pointed out, Mr . .Pr.esident, 
that I ·.can Eee no .hope th-at the money 
which we propose "'to adVRilce to the 
British will susta1n their :_economy. It 
wi:ll .react as a :mere .sb.Dt in the :arm. :as 
itw.er.e.; and:nfter ·tbe!mnney-we advance 
is -spent, there will be .a demand for mo.re 
funds. 

Mr4 President, in .my bumble opinion 
the British 'Will never be,a:ble .to .hav.ewith 
their colnnies ibe business 'lle.alings fa
voral:He .to .themselves which -pr-evailed for 
many years beiar.e tb:e warJ There :has 
been a vast change in the ;colonial picture 
of .the .British. Effru'ts are being ..made . 
tod-ay by the .British :to bring about -a 
better . feeling aanang their .colonial 
possessions, but little suceess is being 
atta-ined. 

MrJPresident, I sb:all.quote from W. ·E. 
Duffett, A. R. Hioks, ·and G. R. Parkin, 
writing in India Today, a book which 
was published in 1942. The chapter 
from wllich I sh-all -read as ·entitled ''Brit
ish P.olicy Toward Indttstrialization ,of 
India:" From these few eKeerpts we a;:re 
able to note the efforts the Britislil ·are 
now making dn an endeav<lr to maintain 
their oo1on1a1 possessions. to pacUy their 
subjects, and tt'O try to recoup some ·of 
the business lost from their colonies. 
But Britain is not meeting with much 
success. As many Senators know, the 
suojeet is ver~ controversial, in that 
many of the leaders in .the eolonialpos
sessions .of ·G.reat BTittin are makin_g 
efforts to _gai:n .indepelildenee; and the 
moment the¥ do they will be about 
ready to move forward under tneir own 
steam, all o-f wllieh will ·mean a greater 
loss of trade, both expor-t ·and import, }),y 
tbe British fN>m -these saurces. 

Mr. Presiderrt, I now read from the 
book enti.tled "India Toda~"': 

'This '1S a highly controversial subject and 
it is an essential parnt in Indian 'N'ationalist 

· creed -that 'British policy in lndia has been 
directed toward maiintaining BI:itish eco
nomic interests and tmtt these ·are directly 
o~ed t-o ·waat "the Natiun-alists consider 
true Indian .interests. 

The arg.ument hinge.s around .such sub
jects as the contti.butian of 'India to British 
prosperity, the aneged -marfipulRtion of In
dtan exchange-rates ami-tariffs "to suit British 
interests and the elJects on Indian industrial
ization of BritiSh ~-ticipatian. 

Con~r.ess (the O.ongress :Party) contends 
that the maintenance of the one-shll~g and 
sixpence ra t.e (of rupee-stetling .exchange) 
during .1929-193.5 had defiatipnary effects an 
the Inman economy and was 'the cause of a 
large outflow of gold, wh-erea:s a "lower rate 
would have benefited trade and sustained 
agricultural prices. Congress partly believes 

that tb:e Government .refused to ·devalu-e the 
rtyree beca.use a lower rupee would hamper 
British exports to India .and increase the c.ost 
in rupees of British remittances from rupe.es 
into s.t.erling. · 

'Indian -tarff! Jmlicy lias also caused :constd
erable friction between the "two countri-es. 
Up to about 192.2 Indian iiarilfs were low .and 
for re:v.enue purposes .only., .but 'Binc.e 'then 
there has been a gradnru eEpansion 10f pro
tection, combined with :pr.eferentia.l rates for 
Empire products. In 1921 the British .Gov
ernment granted "fiscal autonomy to India, 
invol:ving transfer of control over tariff polic.Y 
to th,e viceroy a:n'd the eentTa:l legislature. 
U:Hfortuna:tely, even when Br·itish and Indian 
in-terests bave colncided, lndian nationalists 
have 'been very :;;uspmiou:s of th.e "taritf policy 
of the Indian Government and hold ·the view" 
for instance, that the British retained free 
trade in India as long .as it was ln their inter
ests, but when Japanese competition 'began 
to thr-eaten Lancashire's textile trade the 
Brltish imposed high taritis and h:nperial 
preference un India. In particular, new ta.r
i:ff:s .on textile goods, with ·special .concessions 
for .Br.itish goods, Jntroduced :in 1930, ,and the 
British-India Trade Treaty of 19~5 hav.e been 
bitterly qpposed in the Indian Assembly. 

There has also been prolonged contr.oversy 
over the alleged failure of "L'he Government of 
India to take active steps to promote "the 
growth of lndustry, and lt is .sometimes even 
claimed that the Government has delibera:tely 
discou:r.aged certain kinds of industrial· 
dEWelopment. 

I now rea:d from an article entitled 
"J.ndia Important .Producer of Al:lied SU;:P
plies," written ·by Guenther 'Stein and 
p11blished in tbe ·Christia:n Seience Moni
tor of April :1;3, 1-943: 

Even the most drastic critics of British 
Government policies agree that if "the war 
continues for a f-ew year-s Indian industries 
will 'be grea;tly enlarged and should nave suf
ficient momentum to proceed ineKOrably to
ward making India .one of the :world!s leading 
industrial nation£, for which it is admirabl;y 
fitted, ha¥ing a great vatie.ty of minerals and 
other raw materials, a good transport system, 

· and masses oi cheap labor. 
Among new developments cited is "the 

completion witbin 2 -years tlf a modern 'fac
tory, now providing complicated alloy ste:els 
nGt previously manufactured in India, and 
other new plants initiating the production of 
the most up-to-date w.ar equipment. -A new 
plant is now produci:qg India's first a1uml
num." • • • "India is a"tlll-es-entmaking 
more than 20,000 items ·reguired for the war:" 
In addition to thi£, produ<Jtion of old estab
lished llnes has steadily inCl:eased. 

:India!s harbors a.nd all.w.ays.bave also been 
improved. 

'Mr. President, I have read these ex
cerpts to show that the conditions in In
dia are Changing to such ·a-n· extent that 
insofar as industry is concerned, Great 
Britain will no longer be able -to centre! 
the "exports from .and the ·imports -to In
dia as .she has been do-in_g in the past. 
India will soon -assume an industri'a1 
stride nf ·her own, ·and that conditiun is 
boll!ld to aeerease, to -a large ext-ent, 
Britain's Tevenue, and that in iittm will ·be 
reflected in 'her -ability to .repay this 'loan. 

'I now .quote 1rom .an article in the ln.
dian Textile Journal for March 1'9~ ... 
entitled ... Some Postwar ·p.roblems of .the 
Indian Catton ·Textile ·:mdustry," by 'R 
writer named Sastn. 

At the time of tne deClaration oi tne last 
war, "the principle af f·ree trad-e 'wa$- accepted 
by 'm'est nations. Since the -depression that 
principle has given way to economic na-

tionallsm. Another -unfavmabie factor is 
the growth <Oi ·monopoHstic bedies :to regu
late trade, for instance, the United Kingdom 
Commercial Corporation, which is working 
actiVely 1n the 'Middle East, in Ea-st Africa, 
and Ceylon, tryj.ng to restrict the number 
of textile <Joncerns in these countries. 

.Mr. Pr-esident, for .sGme time the Brit
ish .hav~ been ma.k&ng -ever,y ei!Grt to pre
vent the development oi textile indus
tries 4n 1ndia and m other countries of 
southern A'Sia, but she has been ~rad
uaUy tailing· ia 1aer efforts, and conse
quentl-y many oi the textile mills in 
Great Britain will not continue to have 
the lar.g-e.markets which they hav-e had in 
the _past. 

Let ;m; see :what India .has been at
tem,pti!ng to do·liJil Burma in an effort to 
ex_pand !her tra:de. m that colony G!reat 
Britain :is meeting w:ilih strenuous -oppo
sition, ..Imd there is no no:rfut in my :mind 
tharti :She is lb:onnd to Jose a -great deal of 
her acport trade to Bnrina, wmoh, .as well 
as .India, lis 'dev-eloping industrial plants 
and enlarging them. Burma is making 
ma:n:y commodities -which are :Sold in 
wh~t were f.or.mecly British m~ets. 
Not only tha.t, Mr. President, but She is 
developirrg .those industries for her {)Wn 
us.e .ali}d, necessarily, that is bound 
eventually to .encr.oach upon the fo1·mer 
trade .of .Greait Britain. 

l -quote "fl'om an arr.ticle -entitled ''The 
Fnture of lBuTma,'" by -J. H. Fumivan: 

·•'Blueprint 'for Burma," a report pre
pared 'Qy "Members of Parliament and recom
mended b..y ·the cnairman t!>f the Conserv~ 
tive Ur1perial .Afi'ail:s •Committee, .summar
izes 'Burmese -problems. states .a p.:ossihle 
future policy, .and makes proposals for de
fense, and J'or the palittcal a.nd economic 
de.v.elopment .of .Bm:ma. 

The backgr.ound: T.oda.y the · peqpJe of 
Burma have an intense desire to control 
their own ml'aiTs. ln "the past, although 
economic development has been rapid, in
dustry has been ·Con1Jrolled by ·British inter
ests, commer.ce by Brltlsh, :Indian .and .Chi
nes-e interests, 1md tbe .labor force has been 
Indian, for the most part. Half the pqpula
tion of the country has been reduced fwm 
landowners .to tenants and the other half 
burdened wlth a debt averaging £1"5 per fam
ily. In 1939-40, Burmese exports amounted 
to double the imports, and of the latter, a 
la.Tge sbaT.e were for non-.Burmans. Social 
wE!lf:a-re was .neglected f:or economic advance
menrt, and unhealthy conditions de~lop.ed, 
such ;as social disorganizations, deea}' of na
tional religion and -education, growth of 
cr.inle, and c.or.r.uption in administration. 

Dbjectivce: ::r:be Im}lerial Goy.ernment has 
pledged that Burma wm have dominion 
stat11S, 1. e., self-gowrmnent., 1md that sep
aration from India sball -not lnnder its -con
stitutional development. However, the com
Irifttee's report :makes ,self-.gov.ez:nmelllt sUb
ject "to •certain resernrtlons, previdin_g ifi>r 
protection ·of iBriti£h and fudian eapital .and 
enterprise. Until cShe .can .ront:r.ol economic 
dev.elopment to national .advantage, Burma 
will need 'help. "Unless socia1 and econmn
ic conditiuns allow of 1ndeyenden:ce, forms ·of 
self-government ·aTe futile. ~eat Britain 
should be best able to llelp Burma, but lew 
Burmans realize :they ·need .outside ~assist
anee. Effective pr.qposa1s f-or_ -r-econstruction 
must be sound .and must ha~e the .ccmfi
d~nce of the Burmese, and the blueprint 
proposals Iail .in this r..espect. 

fPrqposals ::for defense.: 'The commtttee 
recommends 'the ·creation of-a natiunal army 
made up of Burman-s but 'Provicrea with 
British advice and assistan-ce. 
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Economic proposals: ( 1) Industry alid 

commerce. The committee recommends 
that former firms be rehabilitated in order 
to resume their activities under controls that 
will 'protect Burmese nationalism, also that 
a systematic plan be adopted for training 
Burmans in industrials and commercial life. 
Since the primary aim of either British rule 
or national government is to make Burma 
capable of independence, all foreign enter
prise which promotes such a policy should 
be encouraged. British and Indian capital 
should have no privileges. 

I quote on the same subject from Brit
ain's New Culonial Empire, by Ronald 
Stuart Kain, published in the Yale Law 
Review: 

Developments accompanying the fall of 
Singapore demonstrated that the progress 
made by Great Britain in colonial reform 
had not been sufficient to maintain the 
loyalty of many dependent peoples in time 
of an emergency. British self-examination 
of its colonial system revealed certain funda
mental defects: Britain has moved too slowly 
and reluctantly in the direction of colonial 
self-government; not enough has been done 
to develop the economic resources of the 
colonies, and to raise the standard of living 
of the populations; the influx of white set-

, tiers has raised political and economic bar
riers to native development, and has created 
racial discrimination; the color bar has re
mained an obstacle to the development of a 
working partnership between the mother 
country and the colonial peoples; many edu
cated natives object to the British policy of 
indirect rule, since it serves to perpetuate 
primitive institutions and preserve the auto
cratic power of the chiefs. 

The British Government is now undertak
ing to build a new imperial structure, with 
the guiding principle of administration of 
the colonies for the benefit of their own 
peoples, and with dominion status as the 
goal. As a first step, the British Government 
has undertaken to prepare the colonies for 
self-rule at a greatly increased tempo. 
Native aptitudes are being developed in busi
ness and politics. Educational progress and 
economic development are considered neces
sary for the program. The Colonial Develop
ment FUnd supports projects designed to pro
vide the basis for long-range social and eco
nomic development. A colonial research 
committee is planning comprehensive appli
cation of science, technology, and adminis
trative skill to the problems of expanding 
and diversifying colonial production. The 
Colonial Office is sending out trade-unionists 
and experts from the Ministry of Labor to 
assist the various colonies. 

Various measures are being considered for 
the reorganization of the colonial service, 
establishment of better liaison between 
Parliament and the colonies, and the enlist
mE'mt of the cooperation of the United States 
and other interested powers in supervising 
the backward and dependent areas on a re
gional basis. Permanent grouping of adja
cent British colonies is considered as a step 
toward more efficient administration and 
defense. Participation of the French, Dutch, 
Belgian, and other interested governments 
in a scheme of regional councils or commis
sions could be the logical outgrowth of the 
close military and economic ties now existing 
among the United Nations. 

Objections have been raised that the pro
gram is not rapid enough, but Britain's atti
tude is conditioned by the feeling of re
sponsibility for the colonies, her d~pendence 
and need of them, and her colonial pride. 
She has therefore rejected proposals for the 
administration of her colonies by an inter
national agency. 

The rapid industrialization of the do
minions partially accounts for their current 
interest in lower tariffs and the develop-

ment of backward areas through interna
tional loans and large-scale investments; 
Their need for immigration should be selec
tively used for economic as well as social 
reasons. The dominions are well aware of 
the necessity of raising standards of living 
throughout the world if they are to live in 
security and peace. Though the dominions 
remain small nations, inevitably affected by 
the decisions of great powers, their resources 
in men and materials will enable them to 
play as large a postwar role as that which 
they have played in the winning of the war. 

Mr. President, I have read these ex
tracts to illustrate the present British 
policy toward her colonies, to indicate 
the difficulty she faces, and to show that 
sooner or later these colonial possessions 
will be no longer under the control of 
a small group of Britishers in London, 
but, like Canada, Australia, New Zealand, 
South Africa, and other colonies, will 
make every effort to strive for themselves, 
to get away, as it were, from the British 
domination and become more independ
ent in their own development and the 
development of their trade with other 
nations. 

Now, Mr. President, I desire to discuss 
briefly the terms of the so-called loan 
which really should be termed a gift. 
The rate of interest is 2 percent, and 
payment thereof is not to start until 
1951. In other words, should the British 
draw this entire sum of money within a 
week after Congress gives its approval, 
which could be done, the borrowers 
would have the . use of that huge sum 
until 1951, without the necessity of pay
ing 1 cent of interest. 

The loan is to be repaid in 50 install
ments, beginning in 1951, with, as I said, 
a rate of interest of 2 percent from that 
year; but, under certain conditions, the 
interest can be forgiven. It is written 
in the agreement that unless the British 
trade aggregates a sum equal to or in 
excess of her trade during the 5-year 
period from 1935 to 1939-and a period 
covering other years may be fixed-the 
interest must be forgiven. 

As was brought out by the distin
guished Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] 
in his · address of a few days ago, al
though before the war British trade ag
gregated in the neighborhood of between 
five and six billion dollars at the most, it 
would be necessary that her trade in
crease to as much as $7,000,000,000, for 
the reason that the trade must not only 
be considered by volume but also con
sideration must be given to the increased 
cost of producing it; and it is not very 
difficult for one to realize that, because 
of the fact, as I stated yesterday and 
this morning, that the British are very 
much hampered in their dealings with 
their former customers, they cannot ex
pect to reach the prewar goal. There
fore, I contend that the provision for the 
payment of interest might as well be 
eliminated. I expect no interest to ever 
be paid. 

Mr. President, how in the name of 
common sense can we expect repayment 
of this loan of $3,750,000,000 when a·loan 
of $4,200,000,000 that was made during 
World War I has not been completely re
paid to-us? . When that loan was made 
Britain was in a far better position in 
every respect than she is now. She en-

joyed better relations with her own 
colonies. Her colonial possessions had 
not at that time rea·ched the industrial 
development they have since attained. 
Her debt then was about $30,000 ,000,000, 
in contrast with a debt of almost $100,-
000,000,000 at the present. The service 
charge she must now provide in order to 
discharge her debts, aggregating $100,-
000,000,000 will be almost three times 
what it was before the war, since her 
debt is now over three times greater. 

As I indicated yesterday, England de
pends· for her sustenance largely on rev
enue she obtains from shipping. Before 
the war she had 22,000,000 tons in opera
tion, as I recall the. figures. Today the 
amount has been reduced to 15,000,000 
tons. That on the face of it is qound to 
curtail her revenues in that enterprise, 
which are so essential to enable her to 
meet her obligations. The revenue from 
other investments have been reduced 
considerably from what they were before 
the war, and I repeat, with such a stag
gering debt as is now owed by Great 
Britain, she cannot hope to pay back this 
loan; and that is why I term it a gift. 

Mr. President, I have tried to evaluate 
the benefits which would flow to the 
United States from making this loan, and 
I am unable to find any. I cannot believe 
that the British will be able to maintain 
the various blocs Britain has created, and 
which were discussed yesterday on the 
Senate floor at length. The peoples of 
the sterling and other restricted areas 
are going to need help, and if they cannot 
get it from Great Britain, they are going · 
to trade somewhere else. I am confident 
that we will get our share of it without 
having to try to bail out Great Britain. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Presi
dent--

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUFFMAN in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Louisiana yield to the Senator from 
Colorado? 

Mi. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Not only 

is what the Senator says true, but these 
blocked credits are not even good in Eng
land at the present time. They cannot 
be traded with any country. They are 
in the form of claims, and are deposited 
in the bank, but they are blocked. They 
are blocked from the commerce of the 
world, they are blocked from the com
merce of Great Britain. Of course, the 
bankers of Great Britain know they can
not operate a bank on that kind of a 
basis, and that they have to free those 
claims or repudiate them, one or the 
other. As a matter of :fact, the blocking 
is a repudiation of them. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator l.s well 
versed on that subject, and I ,should like 
to have him elaborate a little on one 
feature of the situation. The· various 
countries in the sterling area will be 
forced to trade with Great Britain-so 
the story goes-because Britain is in their 
debt. Since Great Britain needs money 
with which to function-that is, with 
which to buy raw materials-how can 
those countries which have credits with 
Great Britain which are frozen expect to 
get goods from Great Britain unless they 

· pay some actual ·money or trade in some 
way by barter? · Certainly, the money 
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,that is. frozen Jn the ·bank cannot be used 
1n,payJng for .ggods .theymight need from 
Great l3ritain. 'The .point I wish to em
phasize is :that since Great Britain needs 
the -cash to pay Ior ·her imports She will 
not be in a position to pay her debts by 
delivering goods to her creditors. 

Mr. JOHNSON of 'Colorado. Of cour.se 
that is true. The ·first ·thing that will 
'have to be done will' be that Gre-at Britain 
wil1 have to unlock those claims. She 
will have to make those claims worth 
something, -ami-at the-present time they 
are practically worthless. They ·are sim
ply locked qp, and blocked, :md canndt 
be used 'for any commercial :purpose 
w.hatsoev.er. 

This is·the whole .--plan: out·Of our loan 
'Britain · ·expects to finance "the import-a
'tiun of rnw materials, ·and she ·ex__pects "to 
manufacture those raw materials into 
;go-ods which she ·can Shtp to the nations 
"to-whom sheis.indebted, -and thus satiSfy 
them. ·or course, so tong as we Ireep 
su.IJ.Plying ·her with ·raw materials on a 
loan .basis, or ·a _gift lrasis, or :any other 
'basis, she perhaps ·car.. quiet .those in -'the 
sterling -area who ha.ve cl-aims depositetl 
in the ·Bm:tk ·of EnglaJUi, ·because -they 
cannot collect -anything ·on tiros:e cla:ims 
unless they take "them ·out in .goods, ami 
"that creates .a tremendous ·de.nmnd for 
.British goads. 

Mr. ELilENDER. But ln order thltt 
Great Britain .may be ·able·to ·keep going 
without further aid, she -will imve "to ·get 
.Paid fondl ·those 'gO.Ods. Otherwise, -she 
will go "into lbankruptcy. Is not that 
·true? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Certain
ly. ·E-ven though we furnish the raw 
materials free, at the other end -df the 
line, if she tuTns over the finished goods 
in _payment of debts, what profit does 
that leavel3ritain? That is why1: con
tend that this loan is not sufficient in 
size to do -the job it is expected to do. 
Three billion seven hundred and fifty 
million dollars is a good deal of money, 

' but we expect it to tree $14;000,000,000 
worth -df claims, and •it cannot do it, 

-because ·between our ·raw materials and 
the finished preducts the _l>eoJ)l-e of !Eng
land h-a-ve to support an expensive mili
tary, they ha·ve to tak-e care of a social 
problem that is tremendous, they have to 
·mak-e tlheir own living. 

'Mr. ELiiENDER. And, as :.r just indi
cated, they ·have 'te~service a much la-rger 
debt. 

Mr. d'OHNSON of Coloraao. That is 
-corr-ect; ·they have te servicre -a much 
'larger debt, -and tlhey have te do all tha't 
out of the-raw ;materials we furnish them 
free, . and which they have to turn ov~r 
to their creditors without ·ree-eiving -any
thing in pa•yme:nt. 

Mr. · Pr-esiclent, it -is an impossible sit
uation, --and of -cour-se •that is ·the basis 
of tbhe apposition ·to the vfuo:te up}a;n ·in 

"Pa'r1i-ament. The 'I'or·y Party l'efused -to 
vote on the loan. They --said, "We are 
not .going to -assume 'ROY ·obligations:• 
because -of cuur--se they -knew -it is -a;n 
impossible thing, fuat it is not sound eco
·nomica:Uy, that it ea.nnot -possibly werck 
out; yet we are going .along enoour.agi»g 

·.that kind of un,aouna economics. 
·Mr. ELJJENDER. \Mr. -President, I 

.thank tlle Senator 'from~Golor-ado ·for 'his 
contribution. I know he has studied the 

·p.rOblem :very closely. .I am .g-Iaa that 
.he <is in agr-eement w:ith me .in belielling 
:that if we .adv.ance to ·the :British "this 
$3/15'0;0.00.,000 :we wJll ·merely ·ss:tisfy 
'their -economy for 'a •rew •years. I :am 
-sure the BTitish ·wfll come back· and ·ask 
.for 'lllore tater. 

Mr . . J:OHNSON of Colnrado. It is nec
essary to -satisfy their e-conomy .and :to 
csatisfy their creditor--s -as well, .and .$3,
~5D,Oll0,000 .simply is not .enough money 
to satisfy their economy, let alone satisfy 
their ~reditors. 

Mr. ELLENDER. What ·does the Sen
ator thin'k those creditors -will do Jf the 
'BritiSh cannot supplyilrem with goods? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They will 
have ~to have ·goods, ami must seek them 
and buy them in ·the ·maTkets .of the 
world, and if we have the goads, ·mid 
they need 'the goods, 'they will have ·to 
bllY them from us. l\nd if -we 'buy theiT 
goods irom ·them with our t:to1lars they 
will 'have ~to use the same dollars to 
come here ami buy our goods, Tegardless 
of any 'blocked -sterling ·or sterling 
area or any other bloc or treaties they 
IDay make or -preferenc-e ·in trading they 
may agre-e to with Oreut Britain or with 
.anyone -els-e. .Their needs a-nd the dol
'1ars they nav.e to snpply -those needs are 
_going ~to 'be 'the determining 'factors, anti 
-not -a sillY "blo-c :esta:blished ·by :England, 
"'Which ·functioned very well dmin.g i'he 
'War. They never awlied it previous to 
-the war. The blocked sterling occurretl 
only ,after the war, when services ami 
gootls iiisa-ppeared in all -the maTkets of 
the world, and.Britahnmuld handle it a:s 
a -waT measure. 'But 'the waT 'is o-ver now, 
ami the ~merchants .antl the <bankers -of 
England 'tmve been very frank in .stating 
'that they cannot .c-ontinue that ·sort ·of 
·pdltcy. They know ':it ·cannot be con
·ttnue'd. -so we are simpty bailing them 
·out ·of ·an 'impossible situation, -or pre
.tending ·that we are bailing them aut, 
·'for "the fact of 'the matter-is that we ar-e 
-ndt bailing them out. 

Mr. ELLENBER. We are simply ag
,gravating and prolonging the situation 
'Which now exists. · 

'Mr. J0HNSON of Colorado. We are 
merely alleviating it temporarily. 

·Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am 
glad to have the opinion of my guotl 
friend the -senator from Colorado. I 
know that 'What he has stated is correct. 

I believe -the subject was very well 
covered yesterday during the debate, anti 
'I :was very glad to yield to many of my 
c·olleagues who do not happen to b'e 

'1)resent now, but who weTe most inter
ested ·in the tie bate which took place yes
terliay. 'I firmly believe that if this "de
bate can continue for a little while longer, 
:md if the press of the Nation and the 
radio will gi·ve -to the A:merican people ·a 
true picture of the situation, there will 
not be a chance for 'the loan to be au
"thorized. I ito not believe that Congress 
will then adopt the pending .measUTe. 

Mr. 'President, as I point-ed out yester
•day, ·I ·think -it ·is a 'lllistake for us -to 
veer away, -as it were, frmn the .J>hms 
which were advanc-ed by the -state De
partment -antl by the Treasury and 'by 
the President as the best methotls'to cure 
~evils which would arise and exist as un 
a!ftermath of the wm-. One ·'O'f ·tlhese 
plans that was .supposed to be a cure-all 

was .incor.porated in the .Bretton W...oo.d.s 
.ag,r.eements. As I .suggested yesterday, 
.1-ew., 1f 1any, Senatm:s had any inkling 
;ttmt, 'aside"fromrtftre commi:tm:enJts wl:ii.ch. 
Dur ·Oouiitr~ ·made in 'the ··Bretton Woeds 
agreements, we were to advance to En-g-
1and, ur -to any other countr_y on the 
side, any funds whatsoever. As w.as 
-stated .en .the . floor yester.da~, there was 
_some discussion of an a;lter.nate J)lan to 
the Bretton Woods tPl'Cll"D.sads, that .is, to 
make direct gifts to certain countries in 
order·to relieve their economic situations. 
Bttt -at no time was i:t -ever stmed -tha:t 
in -addition to the Bretton Woods agree
ments, wherein we obligated ourselves to 
put up about $6;t)OO,OUE>,0'90, we were to 
further -gtv.e -aid to :any utber nation 
.along the lines suggested in .the proposed 
.agllleement .with Great :Britain. 

-Aside fliom the ilih:ett.on Woods .pr.o
],I)Osals, ther.e were rse:veml .oth-er Plans 
\eVO'lved, one of which was ·the expansion 
·of the Expo-rt-"Import -Bank's a'bili'ty to 
·:roan "to various ·nattons -and cOlJ)D'fatimrs 
~therein lo.ca:ted.. But_suchJaans wer.e to 
'be,made m .a .stipulatea way, .that is, they 
were lt;o .. Ji>e ,made with foreign .nations in 
o.nder t.o develqp our f\oneiign trAde. The 
·-loons were -:tiD 'be ·s-e-ctlll'ed. 

'MT. :PresiClent, 'I 'have 13e'fore me a 
-pamPhlet entitled "Bretton W·oods Pro
posals," ~issued by the :Un:tte.d 'States 
"Treasur¥. "I also .have .fhe message of the 
...P!tesiden t to Oongress -r-elatting to the 
Bretton Woods ,P'l'QJWSRls, .issUBd by the 
t:Tn]ted States TI!'easmy. 1 cha'llenge any 

--senator 'te ·read 4n either Of those do:cu
"ments any ·stat-ement or refeirence to the 
e1tect -t'hat uur Ga:ver.mnerrt ·contem
,PJ.a.ted any loan such .as that which we 
,wre now asked to make to Great ,Britain. 

[t 'Will be .recalled that the .:Br-etton 
Waods !Jll'opusals contained two -methods 
&f aeaiing with the postwar economic 
situation. ·One was the creation df a 
'furrd -which would ·be uti'lized tu Stabilize 
the .v.a1ue ·of .all .currencies -of .all nations 
,in .terms of each ,other, and .the seconct 
.. the creation 0f .an mternational bank 
with the .:power -t.o.lend mon:ey to v.arrio.us 
mttinns thaJt w-ere m meed of it Bind was "to 
-be used to rehabilitate themselv-es. 

Under the B1:etton 'Woods --proposals 
the Iund was supP.osed to .do the very 
thing that .is .now sought .to be done for 
·Great Br.itain, accordill}g :to the state
ment .:mad-e !by proponents ·of this :loan. 

·'Iihis,is what:the Treasmy said m l!'egard 
to the first ·prnposal of IBI"et'tnn Woods, 
that is, what the fun~ would uo: 

The fundame:n.tal ,purpose of the Interna
tional-Monetary Fund is tojpromote the bal
anced :growth ef international trade. It will 
do this in three ways. First, it will stabilize 
the val1:1e of rail currencies in terms of ·eaob 
other. 

Remember ·when these .P'ro..pusals were 
. ·made, Great ·Britain's Jfinancial experts 

were _present and participated in the 
preparation ,of all these .plans. 

Second, tt will progressively remove bar
riers f;\gainst"'llaking pa-yments across bound

. m:y_ 'lines. 

. _Thszt was dlh.e:pu:rllJose. S.o it is th€ pur-
pose of the proposed loan. · 

'Thtrtl, 1t -wtll -provide a _sm>plementary 
·source d! !oretgn exdhat;rge to -whteb a mem
ber country may ·app'ly"'tor"tlre asslsta:nmrne-c
essary to enable it to maintain 11table and 
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unrestricted exchange relationships with 
other m embers. 

That was the purpose of the fund. Yet 
today we are told that aside from that, 
the American people must dig down deep 
in their jeans and furnish the· British 
with $3 ,750,000,000. 

During much of the period since the First 
World War unstable exchange rates have seri
ously interfered with trade and the settle
ment of in t ernational balances; People who 
buy or seli abroad need to know today what 
their money will be worth tomorrow, and a 
year hence, in terms of their own currency. 

Restrict ions on payments, which have in 
the past been among the most serious ob
stacles in the way of international trade, take 
a · number of forms. In some countries, im
porters are not permitted to purchase the 
dollars or pounds required to buy goods in the 
United St ates or England. In other coun
tries, of which Germany before the war was 
an example, foreign trade was disrupted by 
the use of so-called multiple currencies. 
Germany also relied heavily on barter ar
rangements: "We will buy your coffee if you 
will accept our machine tools in payment." 
Barter is at the opposite end of th0 scale from 
freedom in international trade . 

During the war, many new restrictions have 
been devised and employed for reasons of 
military necessity. 

I presume that the dollar pool was one 
of them. The Bretton Woods proposals 
were designed to cure some of the evils 
which resulted from methods resorted to 
under the exigencies of a cruel war. 

Unless uniform standards can now be de
veloped and generally adopted, the entire 
jungle of controls may be extended and in
tensified in the postwar period. We in t he 
United States believe that the greatest pos
sible freedom should be given to our own 
busin essmen engaged in internat ional trade. 

I am for that. 
But we kn ow that this freedom will be 

mean ingless unless other countries create an 
equ al m easure of freedom to th~ir business-
m en. 

How was that to be accomplished? I 
refer to a table on page 6 of a publication 
issued by the Board· of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, containing the 
Bretton Woods agreements. In order to 
accomplish what I have just been read
ing about, the fund was to consist of 
$8,800,000,000, of which the United 
States was to put up $2,750,000,000, in 
order to unfreeze some of the frozen as
sets referred to by the Senator from Col
orado [Mr. JoHNSON] a while ago, which 
assets are now tied up in the Bank of 
England and cannot be used. That was 
the reason why the fund proposal was 
advocated by our late President Roose
velt. 

The statement from which I have been 
quoting says that the exchange rate must 
be stable. Of course, that is what I am 
for. That is the only basis on which we 
can trade with foreign countries. If we 
spend a dollar in France for so many 
francs, we want the number of francs 
representing that dollar to be the same 
for some time. We want to steady the 
currencies. We want 'to stabilize the 
franc in terms of the dollar. We want 
to stabilize the rupee in terms of the dol
lar. In fact, the currencies of every 
nation on earth should be · stabilized so 
that we may have reliable commercial 
dealings and relationships. 

As I have stated, this proposal was ad
vanced in order to correct those evils. 
But now we are being asked, aside from 
that, to put up almost as much money for 
-the use of one nation as we were asked 
to put up as our share to create the In
ternational Bank for the use of all. In 
my judgment if it had been made known 
to Senators that, aside fronf what we 
obligated ourselves to furnish for the In
ternational Bank, it· would be proposed 
to advance this sum to' Great Britain, 
it is doubtful whether the Bretton Woods 
agreements would have been approved 
by the Senate. 
· Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. EAsT
LAND in the chair) . Does the · Senaior 
from Louisiana yield to the Senator 
.from Arizona? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a question. 
Mr. McFARLAND. If we were to place 

the $3,750,000,000 in the International 
Bank, in addition to what we have aJ
ready contributed, could not the Bank 
operate the whole show? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That was an alter
native proposal. It was suggested by the 
opponents of Bretton Woods that the 
United States might be better of! if it 
were to lend money to Great Britain or 
other countries in dire circumstances, 
rather than to create the machinery pro
vided for in the Bretton Wqods proposals. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I supported the 
Fund and the Bank. 

Mr. ELLENDER. So did I. 
Mr. McFARLAND. I felt that such an , 

arrangement was a good thing, and I still 
feel that it was a good thing, but per
sonally I feel that if we are to lend money 
we should get something out of it. The 
only Way we shall ever get anything out 
of it is to have some kind of a settlement 
with respect to money which we loan; 
and we have not done so in the past so 
far as Great Britain is concerned. 

Mr. ELLENDER. We have always been 
most liberal whenever the hat was passed 
in an effort to obtain funds to aid an 
untoward situation. The UNRRA plan is 
most worthy. As I recall, we put up al
most 70 percent of the entire fund which 
UNRRA is using. I am not objecting to 
that. But the point is that many nations 
are leaning on America. They believe 
that here money grows on trees; and 
they will keep coming in quest or' the 
·fruit so long as we exhibit too much 
liberality as to any particular nation. 

Mr. McFARLAND. .So far as I am 
concerned, I wish to be liberal; but I 
think the time has come when the United 
States must do business on a business 
basis. We must let Great Britain and 
the world know that when we lend money 
we expect a settlement. That is the rea
son why I have offered the amendment 
which I have offered. Regardless of what 
we get out of it, we must have a settle
ment upon past indebtedness. If we do 
not, what will happen? The borrowers 
will . expect to pay us in the same way 
they have paid us in the past. I ask the 
Senator if he does not believe that every 
other nation will expect to pay us in the 
same way. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As I stated yester
day, whatever we do for Great Britain 

must be done for other nations seeking 
to obtain the same terms on a loan, we 
must treat them an·· alike. I think it 
would be a mistake not to do so. If we 
make ' this loan of $3,750,000,000, in
stead of some of the other nations trying 
to obtain money from us through the 
Export-Import Bank, they will come with 
hat in hand arid say, "You loaned Great 
Britain so much. Why can .you not loan 
money to us on similar t'enris?" What 
would happen to the diplomatic relations 
between us and Russia today . if Russia 
were to ask for a loan of as much as 
$3,000,000,000 and we should refuse to let 
her. have it? Russia, one of our allies in 
the war, did as much, if not more, than 
Great Britain did in helping to win the 
war. She suffered a great deal more in 
almost every respect. It would be rather 
difficult for the United States to say 
"No" to Russia and "Yes'' to Great Brit
ain, in response to requests by them for 
loans. Today the relationship between 
the United States and Russia is rather 
strained. I think the Russians are a 
little skeptical of us. They do not have 
implicit confidence in us. Why? It is 
because they fear that we are leaning 
too much toward Great Britain and are 
trying to make a combination with Great 
Britain for ulterior purposes. In short, 
Russia does not trust the British and 
since they think we are teaming up with 
the British, they are beginning to dist rust 
us. 

So I do not believe we should do any
thing now to widen the breach. I believe 
it is incumbent v.pon the United States 
to· take world leadership and treat all 
nations alike under like circumstances; 
and I believe that we shall go forward 
much better as a leader if we follow that 
policy,. rather than take sides with one 
nation or a combination of some nations. 

M·r. President, I now read a little 
further from the document coming from 
the Treasury. I do so simply to show 
what w~s the plan to .cure all the post
war evils: 

The fund proposal provides for stabilizing 
the value of world currencies. This is a ·sub
ject that concerns every trading nation, the 
United States more than most. When an 
American sells abroad, he wants to be assured 
that the buyer's currency will have a con
stant value in terms of dollars. The reason 
is obvious. If, for example, he receives pay. 
ment in Mexican pesos, the rate of exchange 
will determine the number of dollars he 
finally receives for a sale in Mexico. Even 
though the terms of the sale call f'Or pay
ment in dollars, which is not unlikely, the 
exporter will still be concerned with the st a
bility of the peso, since a fluctuation in tha 
dollar-peso exchange rate will alter the cost 
to the Mexican· buyer. Specifically, any de· 
preciation of Mexican currency raises the 
peso cost, possibly to a point where the 
Mexican can no longer afford the purchase. 

An American exporter, oddly enough, may 
be equally c(;mcerned with currency stability 
in other countries, Holland, for example, in 
which he neither sells nor expects to sell. 
This interest arises from the fact that pro
ducers in Holland compete for the same Mex
ican market, and depreciation of the guilder 
would give the exporter in that country an 
edge over the American who, on the basis of 
efficiency in production and quality of prod
uct, might be able to hold his own in any 
market. 
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Under the fund proposal, no member may 

...resort .:to ..exchange d~preciation simply ..to 
_.gain a competitive atlvantage in. world 
ua:rkets. · 

~ 'The reference is tu the Brettma Woods 
agreement in which Great Britain p.arr
ticipated, and which Ehe helped to write. 

I read ,further: 
Th-e proposal -recognizes, however, that 

. .under certain conditions it ·may be .necessa.ry 
to change the ¥a1ue of a currency. For ex
ample, prices in a glvtm. -country may rettrain 
relatively high while world prices gener~lly 
decline. II so, the country's exports will 
drqp ofi and its imports, over the short run, 
•Will tend te increase. Thi-s situation may 
be corrected by .a .downward adjustment of 
the exchange rate whicb, however, under the 
fund :proposal will have to be requested bS 
the country in question and approved by 
ather .members of 'tbe world trading .com
municy. 

Again that is semething which the 
British r-epresentatives agr-eed upon. 
'Y.et they say they ·are net ready at the 
moment to subscribe to this Fund; they 
say tney do net ha-ve t'he money. 

I read further: 
EXCHANGE "TRANSACTIONS MUST 'BE FREE 

.mnong the more important '}lrov1sto:ns at 
the Fund proposa'l are these relating to the 
. member's obligation to allow businessmen 
m-aximum freedCDm tn ~onduct ourren't 
transactions across bopndary lines. This 
means move than simply allowing an Eng
lishman who buys in America to pay the ex
porter in English pounds sterling. Since 
the American ~porter cannot use pounds 
sterling to pay wages or buy raw material's 
in the United States, he "lliUSt be assmed 
that he can at any -tim-e r-eadily convert a 
~terling balance in a London bank to dollar 
balances in his own ha:dk. The problem is 
-reversed in certain respects if it is agreed 
that the Englishman will pay in dollars. In 

"that case, he should be able 'to buy a dollar 
draft on an Ameri-can bank with 'a:ri ordi
nary check drawn in terms of pounds, shil
lings, and pence against a London bank. 

So long as the financial transaction grows 
out of current business, the Fund proposal 
provides that a member countr-y shall -1m
pose no .restrictions either on the acq.uisition 
m foreign ex.chang~ or on -the conversion or 
foreign balances into domestic currency. 

The Senate can readily see that if a 
plan Gf -this nature were put into eff~ct 
immediately, many of our -postwar trou
bles would be solved. I am sure that is 
why these two proposals received the ap
proval of the Senate. The Senate did so 
because of the good which would accrue 
.from them; that action was taken in an 
.effort to cure the evils which developed 
during the war and following it. 

Let ine refer now to the International 
Bank. ~ wish to repeat that this little 
.brocnure was prep.ar.ed by the Treasury; 
'8.nd I challenge any Senator, especiaJly 
·my good friend the Senator from ATkan
"Sas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], who took issue witll 
'lll.e -yesterday, to point to one solitary 
word or sentence in this brochure which 
would in anywise even intimate that we 
were to advance funds other than those 
we agreed to subscribe to under this plan. 

Mr. President, befG>re referring to the 
Intemational Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, 1et ·me read one more 
J>aragraph about the fund plan: 

COOPERATION VERSUS ISOLATroN 

The essence of the prop·osed Internati.onal 
Monetary Fund is that it would subs.ti:t:ute 

..order m1tl stability for "the dog-eat-aog at
titude tllat has ·in the ·past cBMaolt!riaed 1·:a
ternational currency p1:actices. Or.der .and 

.stability in exchange policies .are objectives 
"that ·can b'e attained not by a -sin-gle coun:
try workin-g alone but only ·by the untted 
-action o'f ail-of 'the 44 countries represented 
tat Bretton Woods. Upon the attainment ,of 
rthese objectives hinges the realization of tW 
1¥timate goals Of national policy---high 
levels of -emplo¥-Jnent, rising standards ·of 
living, and economic .development. In the 

·shrunken world of tomorrow, prosperity, like 
political security, lies not 1n isolation but in 

.cooperation and mutual understanding. 

All of which would be brought about 
rby this plan which was so strongly ad
vocated as being a cure for an econom
ically sick world. 
.,Mr. PreSiident, the second J)roposal 

c11eated an International Bank for Re
construction and Develoll}ment. Let . us 
see, according tto the Treasury Depa'I't
m.ent, what the ba~would do: 

The .International Bank for 'Re.co.nstzruc
tion and DevelopllK"Il.y. like the Internationa1 
Monetary Fund, recognizes the need for 
world-wide cooperation in .monetary .a.nd 
financial matters. 'Both aim at a balanced 
-growth of trade as a nreans of achieving 
:.high levels of employment and rising stand
Rrils of ltv:tng. EaCh, however, will have its 
own separate "function. Th-e fund 'Will be 

. concerned with ar.del:ly, -stable exchange rates 
and free.dom 1n exchange t1:ansactions. The 
bank wm he concerned with long-range pro
. tecti v:e international in vestment. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr . • ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Has it occurred to the 

;Senator that a sum equivalent t ·o the 
.PfOposed loan to Great Britain of 
$3,750,000,000 might be used for the -pur
pose of constructing hospitals, for ex
ample, in this country? .I:n that con
nection, I should like to ask the Senator 
what was the cost of the free hospitarl 
in Louisiana? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 
.mean thai the money which it is pro
l>Osed to loan to Great Britain could be 
1:1sed in this cou-ntry for such a purpose? 

Mr. LANGER. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Oh, certainly; if we 

have a-ny money to spare we could use 
it in no better way than by spending it 
in this country for building and operat
ing hospitals and clinics to assist in 
maintaining a healthy Nation. 

Mr. LANGER. I particularly wish to 
inquire about the hospital in Louisiana 
known as the Memorial Free Hospital, 
or some similar name. 

Mr. ELLENDER. .In Louisiana we 
have an ins.tittution which was urganized 
more thm 100 years .agn by the Sisters 
of C.harity. While I . was a member af 
the State Legislature of Louisiana, thm 
body appropriated certain iunds which, 
together with funds received by the 
State · from Washington, were use:d in 
building one of the most modern hos
pitals in the country. rt has a capacity 
of approximately 3,600 'beds. It is op
erated by the State of Louisiana, .and 
in that hospital all persons in the · State 
who are unable to pay for regula;r treat
ment may obtain treatment at no charge 
to them. In the hospital patients are 
treated for virtually all classes of dis
£ases. The doctors connected with the 

11ospital will perform anyltioo of an op
eration which is needed by ·any citizen 
'0! our State who is unable to pa_y for 
su.r:gical and l:)ospital facilities. · 
, i'B answer t() the Senator's question as 
to whether we could spend a:s much ·as 
$3,750,000,000, or any part thereof, in 
constructing -similar hospitals ln other 
.J!)arts of the Nation, of course, by answer 
is emphatically "Y.es." W-e could easily 
tdo so, and I am very hopeful that, irre
spective of whet'her this 1oan is made f!r 
·not made, we will continue a program 
.along the lines suggested in a bill; spon
sored by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HILL] and .former Senator Burton which 
was passed by .the Senate about .2 months 
·-ago . 
· Mr. LANGER. I understand that a-n_y 
·citizen of LoUisiana who is in need of 
medical attention may be taken care of 
1b;v the State ef Louisiana .free o1 charge. 

Mr . . ELLENDER. The Senator is cor
lleet. 

Mr. LANGER. And the hospital to 
which tne Senator has ref-erred ha-s a 
capacity of 3;600 free beds? 

Mr. ELLENDER. . Yes. That ho@ital 
is located in tbe city of New Orleans. 
We now have a similar hospital in 
rsf.lreveport with a capacity of 1,000 beds . 
·n is modern in every respect. That hos
'Pital also is maintained by the State, and 
~kes ca;re of the indigent free of Charge. 
We haJve anotber hospital at Lafayette, 
La., with ·a capacity of 350 beds, another 
one in Pineville, another one in Inde
]>endence, and another one in Monroe. 
Those hospitals were constructed and are 
.maintained in order to take care of the 
medical a-nd surgical reqUirements of the 
people of the State of Louisiana who are 
unable to pay for such attention. 

Mr. LANGER. And people are taken 
-care of regardless of race or color? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Absolutely. The 
records will show that although the 
population of colored people in the city 
of New Orleans is 38 percent of the 
whole, the number of colored persons 
who are treated in the charity hospital 
jn that city aggregates 42 percent or 43 
perceat of the entire number of persons 
who are treated in the hospital. That 
iact in itself shows that the colored peo
ple in that section of the State receive 
more free treatment, according to their 
,population, than do the whites. 

Mr. LANGER. How is the basis of 
treatment determined? Is there · a 
.board which has jurisdiction over the 
.matter? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The patient who is 
to be treated must obtain a certificate 
ftom a doctor stating that he needs hos
pitalization, a-nd that he is unable to pay 
for it. 

Mr. LANGER. Are the doctors paid 
by the -year? 

Mr. ELLENDER. No. The doctor 
wllo regularly prescribes for the patient 
-may do the treating. For example. a 
patient may go to a family physician for 
'"treatment of a particular ailment. He 
may be able -to pay $2 .or $3 for the visit. 
The doctor may conclude that the pa-

·tient must undergo an operation. If 
the circumstances are such that the pa
tient is unable to pay for the operation, 
the doctor merely certifies accordingly. 
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The certificate is sent to the hospital and 
the patient is taken care of in the hos- . 
pital free of charge. · The expenses not 
only in connection with the operation 
itself, but iri connection with nursing and 
other clinical expenses, are taken care of 
free of charge to the patient. 

Mr. LANGER. And the patient may 
select a doctor of his own choosing, 
whether colored or otherwise? 

Mr. ELLENDER. No. The hospital is 
staffed by white doctors. The hospital 
has a board of supervisors and a super
intendent. The superintendent is gen
erally a physician. Many physicians are 
paid on a salary basis to carry on the 
work of the hospital. There are also a 
number of practitioners in the city of 
New Orleans who give their services free · 
to the hospital, for example, a doctor who 
specializes in gynecology, or another doc
tor who specializes in urology. Such 
doctors will be assigned a certain number 
of beds wherein patients requiring their 
specialty may be cared for free of charge. 
There are also a great many int~rnes who_ 
work in the hospital, having been gradu
ated from the two great medical centers 
located on the hospital grounds. One of 
them is operated by Tulane University 
and the other by the Louisiana State 
University. In other words both of those 
great medical schools graduate a num
ber of doctors yearly, and many of them 
·serve as interns at the hospital. 

Mr. President, I do not mind answer
ing the questions propounded by my dis
tinguished friend from North Dakota, but 
I believe we are traveling afar from the 
subject matter at issue. I hope that I 
may be permitted to continue my re
marks at some. time in the near future. 
The hour of 2 o'clock is at hand and I 
understand that we are to consider 
under a special order the conference re
port on the airport bill. 

MESSAGE FR0M THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its read
ing clerks, communicated to the Senate 
the resolutions of the House adopted as a 
tribute to the memory of Hon. Harlan 
Fiske Stone, Chief Justice of the United 
States. 

The message ·announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 5604) 
reducing or further reducing certain ap
propriations and contractual authoriza
tions available for the fiscal year 1946, 
and for other purposes; agreed to the 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. CANNON of Mis
souri, Mr. LUDLOW, Mr. O'NEAL, Mr. 
RABAUT, Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma, Mr. 
KERR, Mr. TABER, Mr. WIGGLESWORTH, and 
Mr. DIRKSEN were appointed managers 
on the part of the House at the confer
ence . . 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 5890) 
making appropriations to supply defi
ciencies in certain appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, and for 
prior fiscal years, to provide supple

"mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1946, and for other pur'
poses; agreed to the conference asked by 
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the Senate on the disagreeing votes of · 
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
CANNON of Missouri, Mr. LUDLOW, Mr. 
O'NEAL, Mr. RABAUT, Mr. JOHNSON of . 
Oklahoma, Mr. KERR, Mr. TABER, Mr. 
WIGGLESWORTH, and Mr. DIRKSEN were 
appointed managers on the part of the . 
Ho~se at the conference. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the enrolled joint resolution <H. J. Res. 
333) to provide for the reappointment of 
Dr. Vannevar Bush as citizen regent of 
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian 
Institution, and it was signed by the 
President pro tempore. 
,AIRPC>RT DEVELOPMENT-CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

The ' PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
·hour of 2 o'clock having arrived, under 
the unanimous consent agreement the 
Senate will proceed to the consideration 
of the conference report on the bill <S. 2) 
to provide for Federal aid for the de
velopment, construction, improvement, 
and repair of public airports in the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HATCH. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. _ 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Briggs 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Capper 
Carville 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
Gerry 
Green 
Guffey 
Gurney 
Hart 

Hatch O'Daniel 
Hawkes O'Mahoney 
Hayden Pepper 
Hickenlooper Radcliffe 
Hill Reed 
Hoey Revercomb 
Huffman Robertson 
Johnson, Colo. Russell 
Johnston, S.C. Saltonstall 
Kilgore Shipstead 
Knowland Smith 
La Follette Stanfill 
Langer Stewart 
Lucas Taft 
McCarran Taylor 
McClellan Thomas, Okla. 
McFarland Thomas, Utah 
McKellar Tunnell 
McMahon Tydings 
Magnuson W'agner 
Maybank Walsh 
Mead Wheeler 
Millikin Wherry 
Mitchell Wiley 
Moore Wilson 
Morse Young 
Murdock 
Murray 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Eighty-two Senators having answered 
to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
submit -the conference report on Senate 
bill No. 2, known as the airport bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be read. 

The report was read, as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis~ 

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 2) 
to provide for Federal aid for the develop
ment, construction, improvement, and re
pair of public airports in the United States, 
and for other purposes, having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to rec
ommend and do recommend to their respec
tive Houses as follows: 
~ That the Senate recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the House to the 
·text of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 

matter proposed to be inserted by the House . 
a~endment insert the following: 

"SHORT TITLE 

"SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
·~ederal Airport Act.' 

"PROVISIONS OF GENERAL APPLICATION 
"Definitions 

"SEc. 2. (a) As used in this Act-
"(1) 'Administrator' means the Adminis-

trator of Civil Aeronautics. · 
"(2) 'Airport' means any area of land or 

water Which is used, or intended for use, 
for the landing and take-off of aircraft, and 
any appurtenant areas which are used, or 
intended for use, for airport buildings or 
other airport facilities or rights-of-way, to
gether · with all airport buildings and facil
ities located thereon. 

"(3) 'Airport development' means (A) any 
work involved in constructing, improving, or 
repairing a public airport or portion thereof, 
including the construction, alteration, and 
repair of airport administrative buildings and 
the removal, lowering, relocation, and mark
ing and lighting of airport hazards, and (B) 
any acquisition of land or of any interest 
therein, or of any easement through or other 
interest in air space, which is necessary to 
permit any such work or to remove or miti
gate, or prPvent or limit the establishment 
of, airport hazards; but such term does not 
include the construction, alteration, or re- · 
pair of airport hangars. 

"(4) 'Airport hazard' means any structure . 
or object of natural growth located on or in 
the vicinity of a public airport, or any use of 
land near such airport, which obstructs the 
air space required for the flight of aircraft in 
landing or taking off at such airport or is 
otherwise hazardous to such landing or 
taking off of aircraft. 

" ( 5) 'Project' means a project for the ac
complishment of airport development with 
respect to a particular airport. 

"(6) 'Project costs' means any costs in
volved in accomplishing a project under this 
Act, including those of making field surveys, 
preparation of plans and specifications, su
pervision and inspection of constructi<;>n 
work, procurement of the accompljshment 
of such work by contract, and acquisition of 
land or interests therein or easements 
through or other interests in air space, and 
also including administrative and other inci
dental costs incurred specifically in connec
tion with the accomplishment of a project, 
and which would not have been incurred 
otherwise. 

"(7) 'Public agency' means the United 
States Government or an agency thereof; a 
State, the Territory of Alaska, the Territory 
of Hawaii, or Puerto Rico, or an agency of . 
any of them; a municipality or other po
litical subdivision; or a tax-supported organ
ization. 

~'(8) 'Public airport' means any .airport 
which is used or to be used for public pur
poses, under the control of a public agency, 
the landing area of which is publicly owned. 

"(9) 'Sponsor' means any public agency 
which, either individually or jointly with one 
or more other public agencies, submits to the 
Administrator, in accordance with this Act, 
an application for a grant of funds for· air
port development. 

"(10) 'United States share' means that 
portion of the project costs of approved proj
ects under this Act which is to be paid from 
appropriations made under authority of this 
Act. 

"(11) 'Military and naval aircraft' means 
aircraft owned and operated by the United 
States Army, the United States Navy, the 
United States Coast Guard, or the United 
States Marine Corps. 

"(12) 'State' means a State of the United 
States or the District of Columbia. 

"Airport classifications 
"(b) For purposes of this Act, a project 

shall be considered one for development of 
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an airport of a certain class if upon comple
tion of the airport development proposed, 
the airport so developed would be properly 
classifiable as of that class according to the 
airport classification standards of the Ad
ministrator stated in Civil Aeronautics Ad
ministration Bulletin 'Airport Design' dated 
April 1, 19H. 

"NATIONAL AmPOil.T FLAN 

"Formulation of plan 
"SEc. 3. (a) The Administrator is hereby 

author ized and directed to prepare, and re
vise annually, a national plan for the devel
opment of public airports in the United 
St ates, including the Territory of Alaska, the 
Territory of Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. Such 
plan shall specify, in terms of general loca
tion and type of development, the projects 
considered by the Administrator to be neces
sary to provlde a system of public airports 
adequate to anticipate and meet the needs of 
civil aeronautics. In formulating and revis
ing such plan, the Administrator shall take 
into account the needs of both air com
merce and private flying, the probable tech
nological developments in the science of 
aeronautics, the probable growth and re
quirements of civil aeronautics, and such 
other considerations as he may deem appro
priate, and shall, to the extent feasible, con
sult, and give consideration to the views 
and recommendations of, the Civil Aero
nautics Board, the States, the Territories, and 
Puerto Rico, and their political subdivisions, 
and shall, to the extent feasible, consult, and 
give consideration to the views and recom
mendations of, the Federal Communications 
Commission, and shall make all reasonable 
efforts to cooperate with that Commission 
for the purpose of eliminating, _ preventing, 

. or minimizing airport haz.ards caused by con
struction.. or operation ·of any radio station. 
In carrying out this section the Adminis
trator is authorized to make such surveys, 
studies, examinations, and investigations- as 
he may deem necessary. 

"Consultation with War and Navy 
Depa-rtments 

"(b) In carrying ou1; this section the Ad
ministrator shall also consider tl).e views and 
recommendations of the War and Navy De
partments to the end that the airport devel
opment b:icluded in such plan may be as 
useful for national defense as is feasible, and 
shall ascertain from such Departments the 
extent to which military and naval airports 
and airport facilities will be available for 
civil use. The War and Navy Departments. 
shall consider the views and recommen_da
tions of the Administrator to the end that 
military ·a.nd p.aval airports and airport facil
ities may be made available for civil use to 
such extent as is feasible. 

"FEDERAL-AID AIRPORT PROGRAM 

"SEC~ 4. In order to bring about, in con
formity with the national airport plan pre
pared and from time to time revised as pro
vided in this Act, the establishm~nt of a 
Nation-wide system of public airports ade
quate to meet the present and future needs 
of civil aeronautics, the Administrator. is au
thorized, within the limits of available ap
propriations made therefor by the Congress, 
to make grant.s of ~unds to sponsors tor air
por.t development as hereinafter provided. 

"APPROPRIATIONS 

"Appmpriation jar preliminary expenses 
·"SEC. 5. (a) In addition to amounts herein

after authorized to be appropriated for ad
ministrative expenses, the sum of $3,000,000 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated 1m.;. 
mediately upon the enactment of this Act 
for expenses of. preliminary planning an'd sur
veys incident to the initiation of the airport 
program provided for by this Act, including 
administrative expenses, which sum shall re-
main available until expended. · 

"Annual appropriations jar projects in States 
"(b) For the purpose of carrying out this 

Act with respect to projects in the several 
States, annual appr9priations amounting in 
the aggregate to $500,000,000 are hereby au
thorized to be made to the Administrator 
over a period of seven fiscal years, beginning 
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947. The 
appropriation for any such fiscal year sb.all 
not exceed $100,000,000 and shall remain 
available until June 30, 1953, unless ·sooner 
expended. Not to exceed 5 per centum of any 
such annual appropriation, as specified in 
the Act making such appropriation, shall be 
available to the Administrator for necessary 
planning and research and for administrative 
expenses incident to the administration of 
this Act in the several States; except that if 
5 per centum of the appropriation for any 
fiscal year is less than $3,500,000, or if there 
is no appropriation.for such fiscal year, not to 
exceed $3,500,000 in the aggregate may be 
made available to the Administrator, for such 
fiscal year, for such planning and research 
and administrative expenses. Any amounts 
made available to the Administrator for .such 
planning and research and administrative 
expenses shall be deducted for purposes of 
determining the amounts available for grants 
for projects in the several States. 
"Annual appropriations jor projects in 

Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico 
"(c) For the purpose of carrying out this 

Act with respect to projects in the Territories 
of Alas~a and Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico, an
nual appropriations amounting in the aggre
gate to $20,000,000 are hereby authorized to 
be made to the Administrator over a period 
of seven fiscal years beginning with the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1947. The appropria
tion for any such fiscal year shall .remain 
available- until June 30, 1953, unless sooner 
expended. Not to exceed 5 per centum of any 
such annual appropriation, as specified in the 
Act makin£ such appropriation, shall-be avail
able to the Administrator for necessary plan
ning and research and for administ .. ative ex

·penses incident to. the administration of this 
Act w-ith respect to projects in the Territories 
of Alaska antt Hawaii, and in PUerto Rico; 
and the amount so available shall be deducted 
from such appropriation for purposes of de
termining the amount thereof available for 
grants for projects therein. Of the total 
amount available· for such grants, 50 per 
centum shall be available for projects in the 
Territory of Alaska:, 25 per centum shall be 
available for projects in the Territory of 
Rawaii, and 25 per centum shall be available 
for projects in Puerto Rico. 

"Administrative expenses 
"{d) As used in this section, the term 'ad

ministrative expenses• includes expenses un
der this Act of the character specified in 
section 204 of the Cfvil Aeronautics Act of 
1938, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 
49, sec. 424). 
"DISTttmuTxON OF FUNDS AVAILA~LE FOR PROJECTS 

IN STATES 

"Apportionment of funds 
"Sec. 6. (a) As soon as possible after any 

appropriation is made under section 5 (b), 
75 per .centum of the amount thereof avail
able for grants for projects in the several 
States shall be apportioned by the Adminis
trator among the several States, one-half in 
the proportion which the p'opulation of each 
State bears to the total population of all the 
States, and one-half in the proportion which 
the area of each State bears to the total area 
of .all the States. All sums so apportioned 
for a State shall be available only to pay- the 
United States shar.e of the allowable project 
costs of approved projects located . in that 
State, or sponsored by that State or some 
public .aJency thereof . but located in an ad
joining State. Upon making an apportion
ment as provided·in this subsection, the Ad-

ministrator shall inform the executive head 
of each State, and any public agency which 
has requested such information, as to the 
sums apportioned for each State. As used in 
this subsection the term 'population' means 
the population according to the latest de
cennial census of the United States and the 
term 'area' includes both land and water. 

"Discretionary fund 
''(b) (1) All moneys appropriated under 

section 5 (b) which are available for grants 
for proJects in the several States, and which 
are not apportioned as provided in subsec
tion (a) of this section, shall constitute a 
discretionary fund. 
· "(2) The moneys in such discretionary 

fund shall be available to pay the United 
States share of the allowable project costs of 
such approved projects in the several States 
as the Administrator may deem most appro
priate for carrying out the national airport 
plan, regardless of the States in which they 
are located. The Administrator shall give 
consideration, in determining the projects for 
which the moneys in such fund are to be so 
used, to the existing airport facilities in the 
several States and to the need for or lack of 
development of airport facilities in the sev
eral ·States. 

"(3) The moneys in such discretionary 
fund shall also be available to pay the United 
States share of the allowable project costs of 
such approved projects in national parks and 
national recreation areas, national monu
ments, and national forests, sponsored by the 
United States or any agency thereof, as the 
Administrator may deem appropriate for car
rying out the national airport plan; but no 
other funds appropriated under authority of. 
this act shall be available for such purpose. 
The sponsor's share of the project costs of 
any such approved project shall be paid only 
out of funds contributed to the sponsor for 
the purpose · of paying such costs (receipt of 
which funds and their use for this purpose· 
is hereby authorized) or appropriations spe
cifically authorized therefoc. 
"AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR PROJECTS IN 

ALASKA, HAWAII, AND PUJ;RTO RICO 

"SEc. 7. All funds available for grants for 
projects in the Territory of Alaska, in the 
Territorly of Hawaii, Qr in Puerto Rico, re
spectively, shall be available to pay the 
United States share. of the allowable project 
costs of such approved pTojects therein as the 
Administrator may deem most appropriate 
for carrying out the national airport plan. 
"CONDITION PRECEDENT ;0 DEVELOPMENT OF 

LARGER AmPORTS_ 

''SEc. 8. At least 2 months prior to the 
close of each fiscal year, the Administrator 
shall .submit to the Congress a request for 
authority to undertake during the next fiscal 
year those of the projects for the develop
ment of class 4 and larger· airports, included 
in the then current revision of the national 
airport plan formulated by him under this 
act, which, in his opinion, should be under
taken during that fiscal year, together with 
an estimate of the Federal funds required to 
pay the United States share of the allowable 
project· costs of such .projects. In determin- ~ 
·ing which projects to include in such a re
quest, the Administrator shall consider, 
among other things, the relative aeronau
tical need for and urgency of the projects 
included in the plan and the likelihood of 
securing satisfactory sponsorship of such 
projects. In granting any funds that there
after may be appropriated to pay the United 
States share of allowable project costs during 
the next fiscal year,• the AdminiStrator may 
·c.onsider such appropriation as granting the 
authority-requested unless a contrary _intent 
shall have been manifested by the Congress 
,by law or by concurrent resolution, and no 
such grants sh.all pe made· unless so au
thorized. 
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"SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL OF PROJECTS 

"Submission 
"SEc. 9. (a) Subject to the provisions of 

subsections (b) and (c) of this section, any 
public agency, or two or more public agen
cies eqting jointly, may submlt to the Ad
ministrator a project application in such 
form, and containing such supporting in
formation, as may be prescribed by the Ad
ministrator and setting forth the airport de
velopment proposed to be undertaken. No 
project application shall propose airport de
velopment other than that included in the 
then current revision of the national airport 
plan formulated by the Administrator under 
this Act, and all such proposed development 
shall be in accordance with standards es
tablished by the Administrator, including 
standards for site location, airport layout, 
grading, drainage, seeding, paving, lighting, 
and safety of approaches. 
"Applications by public ag·encies whose 

powers are limited by State law 
"(b) Nothing in this Act shall authorize 

the submission of a project application by 
any municipality or other public agency 
which is subject to the law of any State if the 
submission of such project application by 
such municipality or other public agency is 
prohibited by the law of such State. • 

"Applications by Federal agencies 
"(c) Nothing in this Act shall authorize 

the submission of a project application by 
the United States or any agency thereof, ex
cept in the case of a project in the Territory 

• of Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, or Puerto 
Rico, or in a national park or national recre
ation area, a national monUinent, or a na
tional forest. 

"Approval 
" (d) All such projects shall be subject to 

the approval of the Administrator, which ap
proval shall be given only if, at the time of 
approval, funds are available for payment of 
the United States share of the allowable 
project costs, and only if he is satisfied that 
the project will contribute to the accom
plishment of the purposes of this Act, that 
sufficient funds are available for- that por
tion of the project costs which is not to be 
paid by the United States under this act, 
that the project will be completed without 
undue delay, that the public agency or pub
lic agencies which submitted the project 
application have legal authority to engage in 
the • airport development as proposed, and 
that all project sponso>:>ship requirements 
prescribed by or under the authority of this 
Act have been or will be met. No project 
shall be approved by the Administrator with 
respect to any airport unless a public agency 
holds good title, satisfactory to the Admin
istrator, to the landing area CJf such airport 
or the site therefor, or gives assurance satis
factory to the Administrator that such title 
will be acquired. 

"Hearings 
"(e) Project applications shall be matters 

of public record in the office of the Admin
istrator. Any public agency, person, asso
ciation, firm, or corporation having a sub
stantial interest in the disposition of any · 
application by the Administrator may file 
with the Administrator a memorandum in 
support of or in opposition to such applica
tion; and any such agency, person, associa
tion, firm, or corporation shall be accorded, 
upon request, a public hearing with respect 
to the location of any airport the develop
ment of which is proposed. The Administra
tor is authorized to prescribe regulations 
governing such public hearings, and such 
regulations may prescribe a reasonable time 
within which requests for public hearings 
shall be made and such other reasonable re
quirements as may be necessary to avoid un
due delay in disposing of project applications. 

"UNITED STATES SHARE OF PROJECT COSTS 

"General provision ~ 
"SEc. 10. (a) Except as provided in sub

sections (b), (c), and (d) of this section, 
the United States share payable on account 
of any approved project under this Act shall 
b'e--

.. ( 1) in the case of a project for the devel
opment of a class 3 or smaller airport, 50 per 
centum of the allowable project costs of the 
project; 

"(2) in the case of a project for the de
velopment of a class 4 or larger airport, such 
portion of the allowable project costs of the 
project (not to exceed 50 per centum) as the 
Administrator may deem appropriate for 
carrying out the provisions of this Act. 

"Projects in Public L'and States 
"(b) In the case of any State containing 

unappropriated and unreserved public lands 
and nontaxable Indian lands (individual and 
tribal) exceeding 5 per centum of the total 
area of all lands therein, the United States 
share under subsection (a) ( 1) , and the 
maximum United States share under sub
section (a) (2), shall be increased by which
ever is the smaller of the following percent
ages thereof: (1) 25 per centum, or (2) a 
percentage equal to one-half the percentage 
that the area of all such lands in such State 
is of its total area. 

"Projects in Alaska 
"(c) The United States share payable on 

account Of any approved project in the Terri
tory of Alaska shall be such portion of the 
allowable project costs of the project (not 
less than 50 per centUin in the case of a 
class 3 or smaller airport, and not to exceed 
75 per centum in the case of an airport of 
any class) as the Administrator may deem 
appropriate for carrying out the provisions of 
this Act. 

"Acquisitio-ns of land and interests in air 
space 

"(d) To the extent that the project costs 
of an approved project represent the cost of 
acquiring land or interests therein or ease
ments through or other interests in air space, 
the United States share ( 1) in the case of a 
project for the development of a class 3 or 
smaller airport, shall be 25 per centum of 
the allowable costs of such acquisition, and 
(2) in the case of a project for the develop
ment of a class 4 or larger airport, shall be . 
not to exceed 25 per centum of the allowable 
costs of such acquisition. 

"PROJECT SPONSORSHIP 

"SEC. 11. As a condition precedent to his 
approval of a project under this Act, the 
Administrator shall receive assurances in 
writing, satisfactory to him, that-

"(1) the airport to which the project re
lates will be available for public use on fair 
and reasonable terms and without unjust 
discrimination; · 

"(2) such airport and all facilities thereon 
or connected therewith will be suitably oper
ated and maintained, with due regard to 
climatic and flood conditions; 

"(3) the aerial approaches to such airport 
will be adequately cleared and protected by 
removing, lowering, relocating, 'marking, or 
lighting or otherwise mitigating existing air
port hazards and by preventing the establish
ment or creation of future airport hazards; 

"(4) all the facilities of the airport de
veloped with Federal aid and all those usable 
for the landing and take-off of aircraft will 
be available to the United States for use by 
military and naval aircraft in common with 
other aircraft at all times without charge, 
except, if the use by military and naval air
craft shall be substantial, a reasonable share, 
proportional to such use, of the cost of oper
ating and maintaining the fac1llties so used; 

"(5) the airport operator or owner will 
furnish to any civil agency of the Govern-

ment, without charge (except for light, heat, 
janitor service, and similar facilities and serv
ices at the reasonable cost thereof), such 
space in airport buildings as may be reason
ably adequate for use in connection with any 
air traffic control activities, or weather
reporting activities and communications ac
tivities related to air traffic contJ;'ol, which 
such agency may deem it necessary to estab
lish and maintain at the airport; 

"(6) all project accounts and records will 
be kept in accordance with a standard system 
of accounting prescribed by the Administrator 
after consultation with appropriate public 
agencies; · 

"(7) the airport operator or owner will 
submit to the Administrator such annual or 
special airport financial and operations re
ports as the Administrator may reasonably 
request; and 

"(8) the airport and all airport records will 
be available for inspection by any duly au
thorized agent of the Administrator upon 
reasonable request. 
To insure compliance with this section, the 
Administrator shall prescribe such project 
sponsorship requirements, consistent with 
the terms of this Act, as he may deem neceS
sary. Among other steps to insure such com
pliance the Administrator is authorized to 
enter into contracts with public agencies, on 
behalf of the United States. 

"GRANT AGREEMENTS 

"SEc. 12. Upon approving a project the Ad
ministrator, on behalf of the United States 
shall transmit to the sponsor or sponsors of 
the project an offer to pay the United States 
share of the allowable project costs of such 
project. Any such offer shall be made upon · 
such terms, and subject to such conditions, 
as the Administrator may deem necessary to 
meet the requirements of this Act and the 
regulations prescribed thereunder. Each such 
offer shall state a definite amount as the 
maximum obligation of the United States 
payable from funds appropriated under au
thority of this Act, and shall stipulate the 
obligations to be assUined by the sponsor 
or sponsors of the project . . If and when any 
such offer is accepted in writing by the spon
sor or sponsors to which it is made, such 
offer and acceptance shall comprise a grant 
agreement constituting an obligation of the 
United States and of the sponsor or spon
sors so accepting, and thereafter the amount 
stated in the accepted offer as the maximum 
obligation of the United States under such 
grant agreement shall not be increased. Un
less and until such a grant agreement has 
been executed with respect to a project, the 
United States shall not pay, nor be obligated 
to pay, any portion of the project costs which 
have been or may be incurred in carrying 
out that project. 

"ALLOWABLE PROJECT COSTS 

"SEC. 13. Except as provided in section 14, 
the United States shall not pay, or be obli
gated to pay, from amounts appropriated 
to carry out the provisions of this Act, any 
portion of a project cost incurred in carry
ing out a project unless the Administrator 
has first determined that such cost is allow
able. A project cost shall be allowable if-

"(1) it was a necessary cost incurred in 
accomplishing airport development in con- ' 
formity with approved plans and specifica
tions for an approved project and with the 
terms and conditions of the grant agreement 
entered into in connection with such project; 

"(2) it was incurred subsequent to the 
execution of the grant agreement with re
spect to the project, and in connection with 
airport development accomplished under such 
project after the execution of such grant 
agreement: Provided, however, That the al
lowable costs of a project may include any 
necessary costs of formulating the project 
(including those of field surveys and the 
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preparation of plans and specifications, in
cluding costs of acquiring land or interests 
,therein or easements through or other in
terests in air space, and including any nec
essary administrative or other incidental costs 
incurred by the sponsor specifically in con
nection with the accomplishment of the 

:project, which would not have been in
curred otherwise) which were incurred sub
sequent to the enactment of this Act; and 

"(3) it is reasonable in amount, in the 
opinion of the Administrator: Provided, 
That if the Administrator determines that 
a project cost is unreasonable in amount, he 
shall allow, as an allowable project cost un
der this section, only such amount of such 
project cost as he determines to be reason
able and no project costs in excess of the 
definite amount stated in the grant agree
ment shall be allowable. 
The Administrator is authorized to prescribe 
such regulations, including regulations with 
respect to the auditing of project costs, as 
he may deem necessary to effectuate the pur
poses of this section. 

"PAYMENTS 

"SEc. 14. The Administrator, after con
sultation with the sponsor or sponsors with 
which a grant agreement has been entered 
into, shall determine at what times, and 
in what amounts, payments shall be made 
under this Act. The aggregate of such pay
ments at any time with respect to a par
ticular project shall not exceed a petcentage 
of the project costs of the airport develop
ment which has been performed up to that 
time (and which the sponsor or sponsors to 
which the payments are to be made certify 
to have been performed in accordance witn 
the approved plans and specification for 
such project), equal to the percentage of the 
allowable project costs of the project de
termined to be the United States share of 
such costs; and if the Administrator shall 
determine at any time that the aggregate 
of such payments exceeds the United States 
share of the allowable project costs of such 
project the United States shall be entitled 
to recover such . excess. Such payments 
shall be made to such official or officials or 
depository, authorized by law to receive pub
lic funds, as may be designated by the sponsor 
or sponsors entitled to such payments. 

"PERFORMANCE OF CONSTRUCTION WORK 

"Regulations of the Administrator 

":SEC. 15. (a) The construction work on 
any approved project shall be subject to in
spection and approval by the Administrator 
and in accordance with regulations pre
scribed by him. Such regulations shall re
quire such cost and progress reporting by 
the sponsor or sponsors of such project as 
the Administrator shall deem necessary. No 
such regulation shall have the effect of al
tering any contract in connection with a.nY 
project entered into without actual notice 
of the regulation. 

"Minimum rates of wages 

"(b) All contracts for work on projects ap
proved under this Act which involves labor 
shall contain provisions establishing mini
mum rates of wages, to be predetermined by 
the Secretary of Labor, which contractors 
shall pay to skilled and unskilled labor, and 
such minimum rates shall be stated in the 
invitation for bids and shall be included in 
proposals or bids for the work. 

"Other provisions as to labor 

"(c) All contracts for work on projects 
approved under this Act which involves labor 
shall contain such provisions as are necessary 
to insure (1) that no convict labor shall be 
employed; and (2) that in the employment 
of labor ~except in executive, administrative, 
and supervisory positions) , preference shall 
be given, where they are qualified, to indi
viduals who have served as persons in the 

military service of the United States (as 
defined in section 101 ( 1) of the Soldiers' 
and Sailors' Civil Relief Act of 1940), and who 
have been honorabl¥ discharged from such 
service: Provided, That such yre!erence shall 
apply only where such labor is available and 
qualified to perform the work t.o which the 
employment relates. 

"USE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED LANDS 

"Requests for use· 
"SEc. 16. (a) Whenever the Administrator 

determines that use of any lands owned or 
controlled by the United States is reasonably 
necessary for carrying out a project under 
this Act, or for the. operation of any public 
airport, he shall file with the head of the 
department or agency having control of such 
lands a request that such property interest 
therein as he may deem necessary be con
veyed to the public agency sponsoring the 
project in question or owning or controlling 
the airport. Such property interest may 
consist of the title to or any other interest 
in land or any easement through or other 
interest in air space. 

"Making of conveyances 
"(b) Upon receipt of a request from the 

Administrator under this section, the head 
of the department or agency having control 
of the lands in question shall determine 
whether the requested conveyance is incon
sistent with the needs of the department or 
agency, and shall notify the Administrator of 
his determination within a period of four 
months after receipt of the Administrator's 
request. If such department or agency head 
determines that the requested conveyance is 
not inconsistent with the needs of that de
partment or agency, such department or 
agency head is hereby authorized and 
directed, with the approval of the President 
and the Attorney General of the United 
States, and without any expense to the 
United States, to perfor;m any acts and to 
execute any instruments necessary to make 
the conveyance requested; but each such 
conveyance shall be made on the condition 
that the property interest conveyed shall 
automatically revert to the United States in 
the event that the lands in question are not 
developed, or cease to be used, for airport 
purposes. 

"REIMBURSEMENT FOR DAMAGE BY FEDERAL 
AGENCIES TO PUBLIC AIRPORTS 

"Submission and determination of claims 
"SEc. 17. (a) Reimbursement shall be made 

to public agencies, as provided in this section, 
for the necessary rehabilitation or repair of 
public airports heretofore or hereafter sub
stantially damaged by any Federal agency. 
The Administrator is authorized on behalf of 
the United States to consider, ascertain, 
adjust, and determine in accordance with 
regulations he shall prescribe pursuant to 
this section, any claim submitted by any pub
lic agency for reimbursement of the cost of 
necessary rehabilitation or repair of a public 
airport, under the control or management of 
such public agency, substantially damaged by 
any Federal agency. 

"Certification of claims to Congress 
"(b) Such amount as may be found to be 

due to any claimant under this section shall 
be certified by the Administrator to Congress 
as a claim against the United States, and ap
propriations for payment of such claims are 
hereby authorized to be made. Such certifi
cation shall include a brief statement of the 
character of each claim, the amount claimed, 
and the amount allowed. 

"Limitation on submission of claims 
" (c) No claim shall be considered by the 

Administrator pursuant to this sectton unless 
such claim has been presented to him within 
six months after the occurrence of the dam
age upon which the claim is based, except 

that in case of damage caused by operations 
of a military nature during time of war such 
notice may be filed within sixty days after 
termination of the war. 

"REPORTS TO _CONGRESS 

"SEC. 18. On or before the third day of 
January of each year the Administrator shall 
make a report to the Congress describing his 
operations under this Act during the preced
ing fiscal year, including detailed statements 
of the airport development accomplished, the 
status of each project undertaken, the. alloca
tion of appropriations, and itemized state
ments of expenditures and receipts, and 
setting forth his recommendations, if any, 
for legislation amending or supplementing 
this Act. 

"FALSE STATEMENTS 

"SEc. 19. Any officer, agent, or employee 
of the United States, or any officer, agent, 
or employee of any public agency, or any 
person, association, firm, or corporation who 
shall knowingly make any false statement, 
false representation, or false report as to the 
character, quality, quantity, or cost of the 
material used or to be used, or the quantity 
or quality of the work performed or to be 
performed, or the costs thereof, in connec
tion with the submission of plans, maps, 
spooifications, contracts, or estimates of 
project costs for any project submitted to the 
Administrator for approval under this Act or 
shall knowingly make any false statement, 
false representation, or false report or claim 
for work or materials for any project approved 
by the Administrator under this Act, or shall 
knowingly make any false statement or false 
representation in any report required to be • 
made under this Act, with the intent to 
defraud the United States shall, upon con
viction thereof, be punished by imprison
ment for not to exceed 5 years or by a fine 
of not to exceed $10,000, or by both such fine 
and imprisonment. 

"EXISTING AIRPORT PROGRAMS 

"SEc. 20. Nothing in this Aet shall affect 
the carrying out of the prbgcam for the de
velopment of public landing areas necessary 
for national defense, authorized by the De
partment of Commerce Appropriation Act, 
1946, or the program for the development of 
civil landing areas, authorized by the First 
Supplemental National Defense Appropria
tion Act, 1944, which programs shall be ad
ditional to the Federal-aid airport program 
authorized by this Act." 

And the House agree to the same. 
Amend the title so as to read "An Act to 

provide Federal aid for the development of 
public airports." 

PAT McCARRAN, 
JOHN OVERTON, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
<GEORGE L. RADCLIFFE, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
A. L. BULWINKLE, 
CLARENCE F. LEA, 
VIRGIL CHAPMAN, 
LYLE H. BOREN, 
CHAS. A. WOLVERTON, 
PEHR G. HOLMES, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, in 
order that the Senate may have a brief 
view of the conference report, it seems 
to me entirely proper to make a very 
short statement. 

When the bill was before the Senate 
some controversial questions were in
volved. One controversial question was 
settled by the amendment known as the 
Brewster amendment. Those of us who 
drafted the . bill and guided it through 
committee in its various stages favored 
granting 65 percent of the money ap-

. propria ted each year, to be channeled 
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to the States for the smaller airports, 
and 35 percerit to be channeled to mu
nicipalities for the larger airports. That 
view was not accepted by the Senate. 
The Brewster amendment was adopted, 
which provided for a channeling of the 
money to the States alone. 

The conference report is a compromise 
of all the various contentions. It takes 
care of the States in that it provides that 
the moneys may be channeled to the 
States. It takes care of the municipali
ties, in that it provides that the moneys 
may be channeled to the municipalities; 
and then it provides for what some have 
chosen to term States' rights; in other 
words, if a State determines that the 
money shall be channeled through State 
authorities only, the conference report 
takes care of that situation. It provides 
that a State may ordain by its legisla
tive procedure that the Federal money 
for airports shall be channeled through 
the State ·only; and in that event the 
Federal share will be channeled through 
the State only. 

Until that time, in order that airports 
may go forward with expedition-be
cause, after all, airports are constructed 
by municipalities-the bill provides that 
either the State or a municipality may 
deal directly with the Federal Govern
ment, the Federal Government contrib
uting dollar for dollar. That is, the Fed
eral Government contributes dollar for 
dollar for the construction of airports of 
classes 1, 2, and 3. The Civil Aeronautics 
Administration, acting for the Federal 
Government. will contribute dollar for 
dollar with a municipality or a State for 
the construction of airports of those 
classes. 

For the construction of airports of the 
larger classes. classes 4 and 5', the bill 
now provides that the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration may contribute dollar for 
dollar. In other words, it may contribute 
50 percent. The reason for placing that 
provision in the bill was so that in the 
case of the larger airports, the cost of 
which runs into many millions of dollars. 
the Federal Government, acting through 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
may exercise its judgment for the pro
tection of Federal money. Irr the con
struction 0f a $50,000,000 or $'15,000,000 
airport it may be deemed improper for 
the Federal Government to put up dollar 
for dollar. It may contribute a lesser 
sum. In every instance of an airport of 
class 4 or class 5, the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration must bring the matter to 
the attention of Congress. In other 
words, for the protection of ,Federal 
money, appropriations for class 4 or class 
5 airports must pass through the Appro
priations Committees of both Houses. 

The reason for the provision is obvious. 
Let me use the LaGuardia Airport as 
an example. It is one of the greatest 
airports in the world, if not the· greatest. 
Its cost was in excess of $50,000,000. 
Another airport is to be constructed in 
New York which will cost, so we are in
formed, between $60,000,000 and $75,-
000,000. We thought that it would be 
improper. for the Federal Government to 
be held responsible for 50 percent of the 
cost of construction of such airports 

when they are constructed by great 
municipalities, and when the property 
occupied by the airport may be of great 
value. We tried to safeguard in every 
way the Federal money which may go 
into the construction. of such airports~ 
We have safeguarded the States, so that 
States may build airports. We have 
safeguarded States' rights, so that the 
States may say that all money contrib
uted by the Federal Government shall 
be channeled through the States. We 
provide that a State may, by legislation, 
say that a municipality may not deal 
directly with the Federal Government, 
but that all money for airports must 
be channeled through the State. That 
is a sufficient explanation to begin with, 
as regards that point of contention. 

We now come to another point-
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
.The PRESIDING OFFICER (.Mr. Mc

MAHON in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from Nevada yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is the manner in 

which the State is to participate to be 
determined by an act of the State legis
lature? 

Mr McCARRAN. That is correct. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Did I correctly under

stand the Senator to say that 75 percent 
of the appropriation will be handled 
through the States in any event? 

Mr. McCARRAN. No; I did. not say 
that. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is what I wished to 
make clear. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I did not say that. 
We define sponsors as being States or 
municipalities. So the State or the mu
nicipality may construct an airport, and 
may deal directly with the Federal Gov
ernment. If the airport is a class 1, 
class 2, or class 3 airport, the Federal 
Government, if it contributes at all, will 
contribute 50 percent. If it is of the 
fourth or fifth class·, the Federal Gov
ernment may contribute 50 percent or 
it may contribute less. 

Mr. AIKEN. Then, the Federal Gov
ernment determines on which airports 
the money shall be spent, unless the 
States enact legislation requiring the 
money to be channeled thro1:1gh the 
States; is that correct? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. If 
the State government directs that mu
nicipalities within the State shall not 
deal with the Federal Government in re
gard to this matter, but that the State 
alone shall deal with the Federal Gov
ernment, then the Federal Government 
will deal with the State. 

Mr. AIKEN. And that would not re
duce the allocation to the State in any 
way? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Not at all. 
Mr. AIKEN. But as it is now. the 

Federal Government may deal with the 
municipality, regardless of the size of 
the airport; may it? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Except as to air
ports of the fourth or fifth class. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. 
Mr. McCARRAN. As to airports of 

the fourth or fifth class, which are the 
larger airports, the Federal Government 
may deal with a municipality, but it may 
limit its contribution to less than 50 per
ctent. I tried to explain the reason. I 
shall go into it further if the Senator 
did not understand my explanation. 

Mr. AIKEN. Very well. 
Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
Mr. HUFFMAN. Is there any differ

ence between an allocation directly from 
the Federal Government to the State 
and an allocation under a law enacted 
by a State for the purpose of participat
ing? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let us suppose that 
right now a city in the Senator's State 
or Ohio wanted an airport. It would 
negotiate with the Civil Aeronautics Ad
ministration, and the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration would make an estimate 
of the cost of constructing the airport 
and would contribute 50 percent of that 
amount, if the airport were of the first, 
second, or third class. If it were of the 
fourth or fifth class, which are the 
larger classes, the Federal Government, 
acting through the Civil Aeronautics Ad
ministration, would be required to come 
to the Congress and obtain a specific 
appropriation of that sum of money. 
That is in the case of a municipality, 
mind you. It may act now. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. It may act now 
without any State legislation? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes; without any 
State legislation whatever. 

The reason for that is that we find 
that today very few of the States, if any r 
have either legislation or :preparations 
made to go forward with these airports. 
We find that, up to now, practically all 
airports have been constructed by mu
nicipalities. 

Let me refer to the Senator's own 
State of Ohio. and to the city of Cleve
land. The city of Cleveland has its air
ports. It either issued bonds for their 
construction or it taxed itself or by other 
means it raised the money needed to 
build those airports, together with Fed
eral aid; and it will do so again~ I doubt 
very much whetherr today, if a city in 
the southern end of the Senator's State 
wished to build an airport, it could tax 
the whole State to obtain funds with 
which to build it. 

I doubt very much whether the city 
of Cleveland would join in such a move
ment. In other words, to explain what 
I am trying to point out, let me say that 
the municipalities build these airports. 
They tax themselves for that purpose. 
It is only in very rare cases, if at all, that 
a State builds airports. That was our 
experience over a period of years. 

So we wished to have this progl:a.m go 
forward; and we said that the mu
nicipalities-meaning municipalities or 
cities, as the case may be-may ·now 
come to the Federal Government and 
may say, "We are ready to build an 
airport. Will you make a survey of it 
and estimate how much it will cost and 
how much you will give us, dollar for 
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dollar?" Then the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration makes the survey and 
determines the cost. 

Have I answered the question? 
Mr. HUFFMAN. In other words, the 

municipalities of the various States can 
now participate in direct allocations _ 
without any further legislation by the 
States themselves? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct in 
piut; but it is not altogether correct, 
because the State of Ohio, if it saw fit 
to do so, could now build an airport and 
could come to the Federal Government 
and say, ''We want Federal aid." 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Could Federal aid be 
given direct ly to the State? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes, because we de
fine a sponsor as a State, city, county, 
or other legal subdivision. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. What is to be the 
basis of the allocation of the funds to 
the various municipalities? 

Mr. McCARRAN. It is based on the 
area and the population. 

· Mr. HUFFMAN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I do 

not think the Senator from Nevada 
wishes to let that answer stand. Did I 
correctly understand him to say that it 
is limited to the various municipalities? 
The S2nator meant to say "to the vari
ous States, on the basis of population," 
I am sure. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That was the ques
tion of the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I thought the Sen
ator used the word "municipalities." 

Mr. McCARRAN. No; I think I said 
"the allocations to the States." In other 
words, the CAA allocates the money to 
the States on the basis of population 
and area. 

Mr. BREWSTER. As to 75 percent. 
Twenty-five percent is discretionary, to 
go to any St ate, according as the CAA 
deems best under the proposal. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. A 
discretionary fund is to be taken out of 
the whole fund and is to be held by the 
CAA, so that the CAA may balance up 
the matter in some particular State or 
locality, or may use it where there is no 
municipality. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. But, according to 
the distinguished Senator from Maine, 
the allocation is to the State, not to the 
municipality; is that correct? Is that 
the correction which the Senator wished 
to mal(e? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct; it 
is allocated to the State. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? · 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I did not intend to 

say that it is allocated- to the various 
States on the basis of one-half accord
ing to population and one-half accord
ing to area. But under the conference 
report, when the money actually goes 
out, it goes to any municipalities--

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 
Mr. BREWSTER. That is the case as 

to 75 percent of the funds. Twenty-five 
percent is reserved as a discretionary 
fund which may go to any State. In 
other words, theoretically the State of 
Ohio might get the entire 25 percent. 
Again, that is limited exclusively on a 

municipal basis, rather than a State 
basis, when the arrangement is actually 
made. Is not that a correct statement? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 
Mr. HUFFMAN. That was my under

standing. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. McCI\.RRAN. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. 'As I understand 

the Senator, under the conference re
port as it now stands, the allocations can 
be made directly to States, counties, 
municipalities, and-as I believe the 
Senator from Nevada said-other sub
divisions of government. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Legal subdivisions. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Would that in

clude port districts? I ask that ques
tion in order that the record may be 
clear, because many States have port dis
tricts which include airports. In the 
Senator's opinion, would that include 
legal port districts maintained by the 
various States as legal subdivisions? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. On page 2 of 
the report it is stated: 

(7) "Public agency" means the United 
States Government or an agency thereof; a 
State, the Territory of Alaska, the Territory 
of Hawaii, or Puerto Rico, or an agency of 
any of them; a municipality or other Jioliti
cal subdivision; or a tax-supported organiza
tion. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. I should like to ask the 

able Senator from Nevada a question. 
In the event the conference report is not 
adopted, what will be the next move from 
the standpoint of the parliamentary 
situation? 

Mr. McCARRAN . . I am glad the Sen
ator raises that point because I wish to 
bring it to the attention of the Senate. 
In order to answer the Senator's ques
tion, I should like to discuss the point 
for a moment. · 

Mr. LUCAS. Let me say that I ask the 
question on the basis of a telegram which 
I shall read into the RECORD in due course. 

Mr. McCARRAN. In order to give a 
full answer to the Senator's question, let 
me say that the conference report must, 
under the rule, be either accepted or re
jected as a whole. It cannot be amended. 
If it is rejected, then those who vote to 
reject it-and I say this with no desire 
whatever to criticize-will vote an air
port. program out of business, so far as 
I have any knowledge whatever. 

Mr. BREWSTER. . Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I feel very confi

dent that the Senator from Nevada is 
misinformed as to the parliamentary 
situation. 

As I am advised by the Parliamen
tarian, if the conference report is re
jected, there are four motions which then 
will be in order. One of them will be a 
motion to amend the House amendment 
as it would then be before us. Such an 
amendment is now prepared and can be 
adopted immediately, and the measure 
can go back to the House of Representa
tives. 

I shall ask to have the Presiding Officer 
confirm my statement, if there is any 
question about the parliamentary situa
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
MAHON in the chair) . The Chair is ad
vised by the Parliamentarian that in the 
event the conference report is rejected 
the following motions with respect to the 
House amendment, having precedence in 
the order named, may be made: 

. First. A motion to refer the amend
ment to a standing committee. 

Second. A motion to amend the 
amendment, which, for the purpose of 
amendment, is regarded as an original 
text, not an amendment in the first 
degree. 

· A substitute amendment is in order; 
but perfecting amendments are in order, 
being in the second degree, and take 
precedence over the substitute: 

An amendment to the House amend
ment would take precedence over per
fecting amendments to the substitute. 

Third. A motion to agree to the House 
amendment. 

Fourth. A motion to further disagree 
to the House amendment and ask for a 
further conference. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Is it not true that 
this conference report must, in the first 
instance, either be accepted or rejected 
by a vote of the Senate as a whole? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question the Chair answered was predi
cated on the rejection of the conference 
report. The Senator is correct in stating 
that before the motions the Chair has 
stated would be in order, there would 
have to be a vote on the question of 
agreeing to the conference report. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. In the event the confer

ence report is rejected, as I understand 
from the decision of the Chair, a number 
of motions may be made. But whatever 
may be done, if the conference report is 
rejected, it will necessarily delay any fur
ther legislative action in connection with 
this matter. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me say further 
that, regardless of what may be done, if 
this conference report is rejected it must 
go back to the other House. The House 
has already agreed to the conference re
port, and the conferees on the part of the 
House have been discharged. Senators, 
there is no more chance-l say this with 
all due respect to every Senator who op
poses the conference report-there is no 
more chance of getting another airport 
program through this Congress or the 
next Congress than there is for the pro
verbial snowball. · 
. Mr. LUCAS. I raised the question be
cause I think the Senator is absolutely 
correct in his conclusions insofar as ob
taining immediate legislation is con
cerned. Certainly, this Congress ought 
to give the country some form of legisla
tion at once with respect to airports. 

Mr. President, I have before me a te!e
cram which convinces me that this legis-
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lation is necessary at this time. The 
telegram, which comes from Quincy, Ill., 
reads as follows: 
Hon. ScoTT W. LUCAS, Senator, 

Member of Congress, 
Senate Office Building, 

· Washington, D. C.: 
Your support urgently requested to secure 

passage of Feder.al aid airport bill (S. 2), 
which is scheduled for action by the Senate 
April 30, 1946. This bill is necessary to assure 
prompt completion of the new Quincy air
port, and defeat of the bill will delay comple
tion of the new airport at least 1 year. Con
sequently, the passage of this bill is of vital 
importance to all citizens of Quincy and west
ern Illinois. 

EDWARD J. SCHNEIDMAN, 
Mayor, Quincy, Ill. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I as
sert to the able Senator from Dlinois that 
I believe we could name dozens of air- · 
ports with reference to which circum
stances might be cited similar to those 
mentioned in the telegram which the 
Senator has read. Municipalities are 
now standing by with money ready to 
match the Federal funds if they are only 
permitted to go forward. 

Mr. LUCAS. I agree with the Senator, 
and that is one of the important reasons 
why it seems to me that the Senate 
should not delay in acting affirmatively 
on the conference report. 

Mr. President, while I am on my feet 
I wish to read a telegram which I have 
received from Jacksonville, Ill. The tele
gram reads as follows: 
Hon. SCOTT W. LUCAS. 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

DEAR ScoTT: Jacksonville voted overwhelm
ingly last February to create an airport au
thority for the purpose of establishing a 
municipal airport. All of us are thus anxious 
that the Federal aid airport bill will be 
adopted by the Sehate. It would be a favor 
greatly appreciated by everyone in this town 
if you voted to approve the conference com
mittee report when it comes before the Sen
ate tomorrow. Regards. 

CARL E. NEWPORT. 

Here is a telegram from Danville, Ill.: 
APRIL 22, 1946. 

Hon. SCOTT LUCAS, 
United States Senator, 

Washington, D. C.: 
It would be a personal favor for you to be 

present on the floor of the Senate tomorrow, 
Tuesday, and vote for approval of confer
ence report on the airport bill. 

GEO. H. JONES, 
Acting Mayor. 

I also have a telegram from Rockford, 
Ill., which reads as ~ollows: 

APRIL 22, 1946 . . 
Hon. ScOTT W. LUCAS, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of the city of Rockford and the 
greater Rockford Airport Authority, I urge 
you as a personal favor to me to vote in 
favor of the conference report on the airport 
bill which will be presented to the Senate 
on Tuesday, April 23. Three weeks ago the 
electors by a vote of 10,000 to 3,000 authorized 
the organiza~ion of municipal corporation 
known as Greater Rockford Airport Authority 
to purchase, operate, and maintain a mu
nicipal airport. This municipal corporation 
will be in dire need of Federal funds which 
should come directly to them from the Fed
eral Government. 

C . HENRY BLOOM, 

Mayor of Rockjo1·d. 

The telegrams which I have read have 
come from four cities in the downstate 
section of Illinois. Those cities are ask
ing me to present the telegrams to the 
Senate in order that I may urge upon the 
Senate the adoption of the conference re
port, and thereby enable them to go for
ward with the construction of airports. 

I undertake to say, Mr. President, th~t 
the Senator from Nevada is correct in 
stating that in the event the Senate fails 
to vote favorably for the adoption of the 
conference report, the parliamentary sit
uation is such that in the final analysis 
no airport legislation will be enacted dur
ing this Congress. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nevada yield for a 
question? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I will yield in a mo
ment. 

Mr. President, in order that the Senate 
may know with what diligence this body 
has dealt with the pending subject, it 
may be well for them to dwell on the 
following facts~ 

On January 6, 1945, the senior Senator 
from Nevada introduced this bill. On 
January 10, 1945, reports were·requested 
from the War Department, the Navy De
partment, the Department of Commerce, 
and the Bureau of the Budget. From 
January 13 to January 23, 1945, sub
committee hearings were in progress. On 
April 30, 1945, the bill was reported to 
the Senate by the committee. On Sep
tember 12, 1945, a bill was passed by the 
Senate. On September 13, 1945, the bill 
was referred to the House Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee. On Oc
tober 18, 1945, the bill in amended form 
was passed by the House. On October 22, 
1945, the Senate asked for a conference, 
and on October 26, 1945, the conferees 
on the part of the Senate were appointed. 
On March 24, 1946, the conference report 
was filed in the House of Representatives. 
On April 2, 1946, the House of Repre
sentatives agreed to the conference re
port. 

Mr. President, I state those facts in 
order that the Members of the Senate 
may know that this bill is not a hap
hazard bill. It has gone through the 
various stages of careful study. The 
chronology which I have read shows 
with what diligence the conference com
mittee went into the matters involved. 

I now yield to the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
do not wish to take unduly the time of 
the Senate except to ask a question in 
connection with what the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. LUCAS] has said. 

This conference report allows the 
Federal Government to deal directly 
with municipalities. An amendment 
was offered to the bill in the other House 
at the time the bill was being considered 
there which would have channeled all 
funds through the State. That amend
ment was rejected by a vote of 185 to 170. 
So I submit most respectfully that it is 
not out of line to assert that if the Senate 
sent the original Senate bill back to the 
other House a change of only 8 votes 
would be necessary in order to have a 
bill passed by this Congress which would 
be right 1n principle, and which would 

start off the proposed program in a 
proper manner. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I assert to the able 
Senator from Massachusetts that the 
time for that has long since passed. The 
Senate once considered the bill and 
amended it. The bill then went to the 
other House, and it was there taken up 
in one of the House committees. The bill 
was later sent to the floor of the House 
of Representatives and, after long study, 
the bill was passed. It then went to 
conference. 

To say the least, the very point for 
which the Senator from Maine contended 
and voted, which was covered by the 
Brewster amendment, is today just as 
carefully guarded in this bill as it would 
be by the amendment of the Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. President, today states' rights are 
protected in this bill. Under the amend
ment, if the State legislature so provides, 
a munici-pality may not deal with the 
Federal Government, but all money must 
be channeled through the State. How
ever, until the State acts, who will build 
the airports? Are we asked to sit idly 
by and wait for some future Congress to 
pass a law enabling the construction of 
airports by the State? I hope not. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, in line 
with the point developed by the able 
Senator from Massachusetts, I think I 
am correct in saying that in the House 
of Representatives only 8 votes were cast 
against the conference report after it 
had been debated thoroughly. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I am not thoroughly 
familiar with the situation, but that is 
my recollection. 

Mr. President, I shall not consume 
further time of the Senate in presenting 
this matter. I assert to Senators, in all 
seriousness, that after weeks and weeks 
of devotion to a study of this bill in the 
conference, in which the able Senator 
from Maine spent as much time as he 
could spend, and endeavored to get the 
conferees on the part of the House to 
see his way, we arrived at an agreement 
which is a compromise. However, it is 
a compromise which will secure for this 
country the greatest airport program 
which ariy country ever obtained in the 
history qf the world. I assert further to 
Senators, with all seriousness, that if 
they reject this conference report they 
wiU reject an airport program for such a 
length of time that some of us may not be 
present to see the next program when 
it is put forward. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
appreciate what has been said by my 
good friend and highly respected teacher 
in air legislation, who has been a pioneer 
in that field for so many years, the Sen
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCARRANJ. In 
the time I have spent as a Member of the 
Senate I have constantly recognized the 
profound interest of the Senator from 
Nevada in every matter concerned with 
air. Throughout the past decade he, 
perhaps more than any other Member 
of this body, has been interested in such 
legislation, and I have learned much 
from him. So it is with some diffidence 
that I rise today to defend the position 
of the Senator from Nevada, lacking his 
own eloquence in its behalf. -
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The bill as reported from the Com
mittee on Commerce, sponsored by the 
Senator from Nevada, provided that 65 
percent of. the funds authorized to be 
appropriated should be channeled 
through the States, and that 35 percent, 
for the larger airports, might be chan
neled through the municipalities. That 
was the bill as submitted to the Senate 
by the Senator from Nevada, and rep
resented what to him was a logical. and 
reasonable proposal, although, as I re
call the discussions in the committee, the 
principle of State channeling was pre
ferred, but the genuflection to the con
struction of the larger 'airports, by the 
allocation of 35 percent of the funds for 
the larger airports to permit direct chan
neling, seemed to him a reasonable 
compromise. 

However, the Senate, in considering 
the matter, and in deference to the long
established principle of Federal-State 
cooperation, by a majority of 10 votes 
adopted the provision that all the funds 
should be channeled through the States, · 
but that 65 percent should go for the 
smaller airports, classes 1, 2, 3; and 35 
percent for the larger airports, classes 4 
and 5, but still through the medium of 
the States. 

This, as the Senator has said, went to 
conference, finaJ}y, after consideration 
in the House. As the distinguished jun
ior Senator from Massachusetts has 
pointed out, the House voted upon a con
siderably more extreme measure, as it 
provided 100 percent channeling through 
the States, without division as to the 
classes of the airports concerned. 

We went into conference, as the Sen
ator has pointed out, the House and Sen
ate conferees conferred· at length, and 
have produced the compromise now be
fore us. As I have pointed out, the 
original Senate bill gave 65 percent to 
the States for smaller airports, and 35 
percent to the cities for the larger air
ports. That was the Commerce Commit
tee bill, sponsored by the Senator from 
Nevada. 

The amendment proposed by me gave 
all to the States, but still divided it on a 
basis of 65 percent for the smaller air
ports and 35 percent for the. larger air
ports. The House in its wisdom adopted 
a provision that 75 percent snould be 
allocated to the various States upon the 
basis of area and population, and 25 
percent should be left as a discretionary 
fund to be allocated to any State. 

We come here today to consider the 
report of the conferees, and we find that 
the proposal of the conferees is that 75 
percent shall go to the various States on 
the basis of area and population and 25 
percent shall be discretionary. In other 
words, the entire matter about whfch 
there was disagreement has been re
solved entirely in favor of the position 
of the House of Representatives. There 
is not one vestige of the provisions or 
contentions made by the Senate, either 
by the Commerce Committee in its bill 
as sponsored by the Senator from Ne
vada, or by the amendment finally 
adopted by the Senate. In order that 
there may be no misapprehension as to 
whether I am doing justice to the sit
uation, I wish to qu,Jte what was said 
on the :floor of the House by Members 

of the House .in submitting the report. 
Chairman LEA, speaking, said: 

Mr. Speaker, in the main, the conference 
report on the airport bill which we bring to 
you today follows the bill as it passed the 
House. 

Representative WoLVERTON made the 
following statement: 

I take it when a bill passes the House and 
it is in direct conflict with a bill which has 
been passed by the Senate, there is an obli
gation upon the conferees to insist on the 
provisions that are in the bill as passed by 
the House. It may be at times necessary to 
make a compromise between the House and 
Senate viewpoints in order to get a bill 
passed by the Congress. In all such com
promises the conferees are bound to get just 
as much as possible of what the House wants, 
and, in the case of Senate conferees, as much 
as possible of what the Senate wants; how
ever, in this case the Senate conferees-

This is a House Member speaking
in this case the Senate conferees receded 
entirely from the position the Senate had 
previously taken and accepted the provisions 
as they appear in the House bill. Under such 
circumstances there was nothing for the 
House conferees to do other than to accept 
this rescission upon the part of the Senate. 

Mr. President, that is a very masterly 
statement of a very masterly maneuver 
on the part of our colleagues at the other 
end of the Capitol, who accomplished 
exactly what they had originally set out 
to do. 

The statement of the managers on the 
part of the House itself says: 

The bill, as agreed to in conference, is gen
erally similar to the bill as passed by the 
House. 

Whether or not the Semite was wise 
in its position is a matter which I pre
sume we should consider. The principle 
involved is that of allocation to the 
States-the same principle that has long 
prevailed in the allocation of highway 
funds, in the school-lunch program, in 
the hospital program, and in the public
health program, and in the proposed 
educational grants-in-aid program. All 
of these have recognized this principle 
of channeling through the States. 

There are serious objections to the pro
gram which I think some other Senators 
may point out, but it seems to me suffi
cient to recognize that in dealing with 
this question the conferees upon the part 
of the Senate apparently did not find it 
possible to accomplish even the middle
of-the-road proposal which . was repre
sented by the first proposition sponsored 
by the Senator from Nevada, and tore
tain the 65 percent allocation for the 
smaller airports, channeled through the 
States. 

To be sure, there is one very small 
provision upon which apparently great 
stress is being laid-a genuflection in the 
direction of State authority by the so
called Bulwinkle amendment-which 
provides that if any State passes legis
lation prohibiting a municipality from 
operating in this program, · the munici
pality shall be excluded from participa
tion. 

The Congress of the United States does 
not need to say that. That is said by 
the constitution of every State in the
Union because every municipality is 
nothing b.ut a creature of a S~ate! and 

can do nothing the State does not allow, 
and no matter what the Congress of the 
United States might say, there is no 
power in Washington or in the Federal 
Constitution which can control what the 
several States may do regarding the mu
nicipalities, which are the creatures of 
the States. So that the Bulwinkle 
amendment, upon which such stress is 
sought to be laid, providing that the 
States may prohibit municipal participa
tion as they desire, is, in the first place, 
entirely superfluous because the power 
exists in any event for a State to do that 
very thing. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. If it were provided that 

the funds must be channeled through the 
States, would there be any way by which 
the Federal Government could withhold 
the amount properly allocable to a State? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That would depend 
upon the good faith of the Administra
tor. In both cases it was provided that 
the money shall be allocated to the States 
and that a program should then be con
sidered, to be worked out between the 
State authority and the Federal Au
thority. If the Federal Authority did 
not consider that the program submitted 
by the State aut;t:10rity was wise, the Fed
eral Authority would have the right to 
refuse to carry it out. . 

Mr. AIKEN. If the Senate rejects the 
conference report, does the Senator from 
Maine feel that the conference commit
tee will then agree upon a bill which will 
be acceptable to the Senate? 
- Mr. BREWSTER. If the conference 
report shall be rejected, I propose im
mediately to submit an amendment, 
which the Presiding Officer has ruled 
would be in order, an-d which I have 
drafted. My amendment, which would 
provide for State channeling, would then 
go to the House. I wish to say in this 
connection that during the long and 
weary weeks of negotiation, during which 
the Senator from Nevada and I worked 
rather religiously on this matter, it was 
my repeated ·proposal that the House 
conferees should take to the House the 
Senate bill, and that we would take to 
the Senate the House bill, and let each 
body vote: I felt confident that the 
House would accept our provision, since 
the vote had been so close before, and 
the fact that the House conferees stead
fastly, through 3 months, refused to per
mit the House to have any opportunity 
to vote upon the Senate bill was to me 
pretty convincing evidence that they 
very much feared the result. So far as 
I was concerned, I was perfectly ready 
to bring the House bill to the Senate, and 
we now have the House bill here as a 
result of the rescission of the conferees. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think it very important 
that the airport-construction program 
get under way without delay, and if I felt 
that if we rejected the conference report 
and nothing came back to us the pro
gram would be delayed for a year. I 
should prefer to accept the conference 
report rather than have the program 
delayed. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Senator 
from Vermont need have no conc€rn. If 
the conference report is rejected, which 
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will presumably mean that the amend
ment will be adopted, the bill will then 
immediately go to the House, ·and the 
House will then have an opportunity for 
the first time to vote upon the proposi
tion which the Senate considered to be 
wise. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yteld? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I y1eld. 
Mr. HART. I have a telegram which I 

should like to read, ~,nd which perhaps 
will reassure the Senator from Vermont. 
The telegram is from the Governor of 
Connecticut, who is highly interested in 
the program. He sends me this tele
gram concerning that portior.. of the 
conference report which deals with mu
nicipal participation. It is as follows: 

Strongly urge your support for Federal 
administrative program whereby Federal 
agency will work directly with the States in 
the matter of airport development following 
pattern used so successfully through the 
years in highway matters. If bill adopted by 
the House is passed by the Senate, the States 
in the last analysis will be required to pay 
most of the cost through further Federal 
invasion of State tax sources and through 
increasing demands upon the States by po
litical subdivisions with no State pP.rtici
pation in that respect in the planning, su
pervision, or operation of the program. Na
tional Governors Conference last year 
unanimously approved Federal-State coop
eration, rather than Federal-local coopera
tion, thus bypassing States in any portion. 
Because of the size of Connecticut and the 
multiplicity and confusion of many munici
palities developing local airports without 
State control and. supervision, it is very im
portant to us that Federal-State rather than 
Federal-local plan in part be approved. 

RAYMOND E. BALDWIN. 

I ask the Senator if he thinks that that 
is about the position 'of other States in 
the New England Conference? 

Mr. BREWSTER. It is my under
standing that it is the position not only 
of the States in the New England Con
ference, but States very generally 
throughout the country. · I know the 
Senator from Ohio inquired regarding 
this matter, and the Governor of that 
State expressed himself very strongly, as 
did the Governors of almost all the 
States concerned with this principle~ 

I may point out that an interesting 
analogy exists in the administration of 
the amazing Federal-State highway pro
gram involving billions of dollars. There 
are only 2,545 Federal employees in
volved in it as the result of the great 
amount of the work being Q.ecentralized 
in the States. In the case of the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration they already 
have 11,000 employees, and it is contem
plated in the estimates that if the Fed
eral Government i~ to administer this 
entire program in cooperation with the 
municipalities there will be a 500-percent 
increase in the CAA staff. I do not mean 
by that to suggest that the number of 
employees will be increased to 15,000, be
cause it would be a 500-percent increase 
in that portion of the employee~ allo
cated to the planning of the airports, but 
it does indicate that a vast Federal bu
reaucracy must inevitably be greatly ex
panded, whereas if we continue the well
established practices of cooperation be
tween the Federal and State authorities, 
with the State authorities cooperating 

with the municipalities as they do now, 
it is reasonable to anticipate that very 
great economies will be effected. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Along the line of 

the question raised by the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], I, 
too, would be considerably concerned if 
I thought that there would be any un
necessary delay in the passage of this 
legislation, because to California, as to 
a great many other States, airport de
velopment is of extreme importance. A 
short time ago I heard the ruling of the 
Presiding Officer of the Senate to the 
effect that several procedures might be 
followed in the event of the rejection 
of the conference report, and I take it 
from the statement of the Senator from 
Maine that if the conference report is 

· rejected there will not be an endeavor 
to send the bill to committee, which is 
one of the alternatives, but rather it 
will be amended on the :floor and forth
with sent to the House. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The amendment is 
all prepared, and is ready for immediate 
adoption if the conference report is re
jected. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine again yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Suppose the House does 

not accept the amendment of the Sen
ator from Maine in the event that the 
Senate approves it, then what happens? 
Will we have it back here again? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Then, there will 
really be in order a compromise, a com
promise such as we have not been pre
sented with thus far, a compromise such 
as the Senator from Nevada has spon
sored throughout, and which the House, 
I assume, was going to accept when 
finally that point was reached where cer
tain of our conferees decided to recede. 
Instead of that compromise being made, 
the Senate conferees receded completely. 

Mr. AIKEN. That compromise would 
have to be arranged between the two 
Houses? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 
Mr. LUCAS. . Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. LUCAS. Am I to understand that 

the amendment which is now being dis
cussed by the able Senator from Maine 
will be first in order in the event the con
ference report is rejected, or will it be 
first in order to send it back to commit
tee? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
precedence as stated by the Chair on 
the advice of the Parliamentarian is first 
a motion to refer the House amendment 
to a standing committee. That motion 
will take precedence. 

Mr. LUCAS. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I may point out 
that the inquiry is a most interesting 
one, and it would indicate that perhaps 
someone on the other side would as
sume the responsibility for the delay. 
It will not rest on this side, at least in 
that consideration. 

The difficulty with the House pro
vision in the first place is that it is ut
terly inequitable as between the States, 
because while providing that 75 percent 
shall be allocated to States on the basis 
of area and population, it provides that 
25 percent shall be a "kitty" and, re
member, it amounts to $125,000,000 
under the provisions of the conference 
report---$125,000,000 which may be put 
entirely in one State if the Federal Ad
ministrator shall so desire. If it is de
sired to put $50,000,000 in Idlewild in 
New York, that is possible, or it can be 
put in any other vast airport which it 
is desired to develop. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? -

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. McCARRAN. Is it · not true that 

the bill as it passed the Senate with the 
Senator's amendment allowed 35 percent 
for discretionary allocation? 

Mr. BREWSTER. It is not. 
Mr. McCARRAN. It certainly is. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I think we are all 

agreed that the 35 percent was to be 
allocated for the construction of class 4 
and 5 airports, but its allocation so far 
as States were concerned was to be on 
exactly the same basis as the 65 percent. 
That is, the State of Nevada would 
get--

Mr. McCARRAN. I beg the Senator's 
pardon, if he will again yield. The ap
propriations would have had to be 
brought back to Congress again, as was 
provided by the bill passed by the 
Senate. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator is 
quite correct, that under all the pro
visions, so far as the Senate measure is 
concerned, and I think the House meas
ure, the proposed appropriations for the 
larger airports, class 4 and 5 airports, 
must be submitted to the Congress be
fore they · are finally made. Under the 
plan provided by the conference report 
the Administrator may allocate 25 per
cent of the entire fund to one State and 
to one airport. It is true, however. that 
that must receive the final concurrence 
of the Congress before it can take effect. 
Under the provision adopted by the Sen
ate, 65 percent would go to the smaller 
airports in the several States on the basis 
of one-half population, one-half area 
Thirty-five percent would go to the 
larger airports in the several States on 
the basis of one-half population, one
half area, and in consultation with the 
several State authorities. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is not 
now referring to the conference report. 
He is referring to the bill as it was in
troduced in the Senate and reported 
from the committee. Sixty-five percent 
was to be channeled through the States 
for class 1, 2, and 3 airports, and 35 per
cent was to be channeled through the 
Congress directly for class -4 and 5 air
ports. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct. 
That was the bill reported by the com
mittee and sponsored by the Senator 

·· from Nevada. The result is that there iS 
very serious danger of inequities result
ing, and that is why it has seemed to 
those of us concerned with the prin
ciple of State channeling that it would 
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be far wiser to request our conrdinate 
body at least to take a vote upon the 
Senate bill. If the result of such a vote 
should be disapproval of the Senate 
measure, upon which the House has 
never yet voted, then it would be in or
der for the House and Senate really to 
compromise along the line long advo
cated by the Senator from Nevada whom, 
in that event , I should find it my great 
pleasure to support. 

So I trust that the conference report 
will be rejected, that we -will then adopt 
the S2nate amendment as _previously 
considered, and send it to the House for 
its consideration. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
hope the conference report will be re
jected and that the amendment intend

- ed to be offer'ed by the Senator from 
Maine will be accepted and the bill 
promptly sent over to the House. 

We are all vitally interested in airport 
construction. We want to see the air
ports built so that there can be a vast 
expansio!l in airplane traffic. The prob
lem is: Will this bill in its present form 
help to develop airports to the best pos
sible advantage? We should remember 
that this bill extends over a period of 
5 years and establishes the principle on 
which the Federal Government will help 
to build airports. . 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
, Mr. SALTONSTALL . . I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is 
&lightly in error. Probably the Senator 
has not read the conference bill. When 
the };)ill went through the Senate it pro
vided for a program over 5 years. When 
it went through the House it provided 
for a program over 10 years. The com
promise was for 7 -years. The bill pro
vides for a period of 7 years. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
from Nevada is · entirely correct. What 
I meant to say was that it provides for 
an appropriation of $500,000,000, extend-
ing over a period of 7 years. 

As tP,e bill wa:s reported by the Senate 
committee to the Senate, it provided, 
as the Senator from Maine has said, for 
class 1, 2, and 3 airports. Assistance for 
such a_irports was to be channeled 
through State agencies, and construction 
of su~h airports was to consume 65 per
cent of the funds, on a 50-50 basis. With 
respect to class 4 and class 5 airports, 
the larger airports, they were to receive 
35 percent of the Federal aid. That aid 
could be accorded directly to the munici
palities by the Federal Administrator, 
after approval by Concress. The Brew
ster amendment required funds for class 
4 and class 5 airports to be channeled 
also through the State agencies. 

In my opinion, this so-called compro
mise is not a compromise at all. It is a 
complete yielding to the House on the 
question of channelir:] of funds. If this 
bill is enacted in its present form, 75 per
cent of the money available will be· dis
tributed directly by the Administrator to 
the municipalities. State agencies will 
be completely bypassed. , With respect 
to the remaining 25 percent, the Federal 
Administrator has it completely in his 
discretion to deliver it to any one State . 
for one airport, if he so desires, with the 
approval of Congress. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. McCARRAN. I wish to correct 

the Senator again. Inadvertently, no 
doubt, he states that the State would be 
bypassed. Under the provisions of the 
bill as agreed to in conference the State 
may channel the money through the 
State. It is an agency which may deal 
with the Federal Government. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator is 
correct; · and I intended to take up that 
point in a few moments. The Senator 
from Nevada is correct in saying that 
the State may enact a law which will 
forbid the Federal Government from 
dealing with municipalities directly. 

Mr. McCARRAN. But aside from that, 
the Senator fails to grasp the point that 
the State itself is defined as an agency 
which may deal with the Federal Govern
ment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is correct, 
if the State is to build ap airport; but 
only if the State is to build an airport. 
In the discretion of the Federal Admin
istrator, 25 percent of the funds in his 
hands may go into one airport in one 
State, if Congress approves the plan. 
We must remember that under the com
promise report, as it is now called-and 
I believe I am correct in interpreting it 
in this way; I shall be glad to receive the 
advice of the Senator fl·om Nevada if I 
am incorrect-the Federal Administrator 
may put the· whole amount allotted to 
one State. into one airport with the ap
proval of Congress, plus the 25 percent 
which he may use in his discretion. · So 
I say to Senators who are interested. in 
smaller airports that this· bill car: be in
terpreted by the Administrator as a large 
airport bill, as distinguished from assist
ance to small airports as well as large 
airports. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator ad

dressed the subject matter of his dis
cussion to me, and I beg leave to inter
rupt him in order that I may answer by 
way of explanation. 

Nothing of the kind can take place, be
cause immediately the money is appro
priated by the Congress, the Administra
tor-that is, the CAA-must allocate to 
the respective States on the basis of pop
ulation and area. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I so stated. 
Mr. McCARRAN. And that money re

mains allocated to the States. So far as 
the 25 percent is concerned, the Admin
istrator could not put it into one State. 
Congress would have to give him au
thority before he could do anything with 
it. ' 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I believe that is 
what I said; I hope it is. I stated that 
75 percent would be allocated on the 
basis of population and area; and in the 
discretion of the Federal Administrator 
the · total amount allotted on that basis 
to any one State could go into one air
port, plus the 25 percent over which he 
has broad .discretiim, subject to approval 
by.C.ongress. So 'that it could all go into 
one - airport in one State if Congress 
should approve. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator has 

raised a question which I think is at the 
very heart of the issue. One question 
presented by the two diverse views is 
whether or not the construction of air
ports throughout the country shall be 
principally under the direction of the 
Federal Government, or whether the 
funds put up by the Federal Government 
shall be controlled by the States. I think 
it is quite generally lmown that as a rule 
I favor government closest to the peo
ple in all matters. Sometimes that view 
is expressed by the overworked phrase, 
"St~1.tes' rights." But I feel that a dif
ferent question is presented here. When 
the reason for the rule fails, the rule 
should not apply. 

The idea of building airports through
out the country is a great interstate 
scheme. The Senator speaks of those 
who advocate small airports. That is the 
very danger of State control of this fund. 
The State governments are close~t to and 
most subject to local pressures. The re
sult may be that a State may have 50 
air strips or 50 small airports, and not a 
single airport large enough to accom
modate interstate travel. . 

This is a national question, not a State 
question. Air travel is from State to 
State. Federal aid for airports is not 
comparable to F.ederal aid for highways. 
The construction of roads is more or Jess 
local to the States; but air travel, be
cause of its speed and the distance cov
ered, knows no State lines. 

For that reason! have hoped from the 
very beginning that the Federal Govern
ment would entirely control the con
struction of these airports. However, 
there has been a compromise which per
mits State control in the construction of 
municipal airports. The State, by the 
enactment of a law, would be permitted 
to take over control. within the State. I 
intend to support the conference report. 
I wish that the part with regard to State 
control were not in it, but a compromise . 
had to be made. I think it is a very 
fair compromise with advocates of the 
State control system. 

The Senator has been very kind in per
mitting me to make this statement. I 
made it because the able Senator from 
Massachusetts raised the very point 
which I think is the heart of this ques
tion, and that is whether or not there 
should be small airports. That is what 
is coming if we place control in the hands 
of the States. I say this without casting 
any aspersions upon any State govern
ment, but the Senator and I know that 
State governments are more subject to 
local irifiuence and pressure than is the 
Federal Government. The result would 
be a great number of small airports 
which could not accommodate interstate 
travel. Furthermore, as a practical 
matter, I believe that further delay would 
be fatal. 

I hope that the conference report will 
be adopted. 

· Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield for a 
question only. The time is limited. 
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Mr. LANGER. I note that the distin

guished Senator from West Virginia says 
that he would rather trust someone far 
away from home. I ask him if the peo
ple would not receive a better deal from 
a board appointed by their own gov
ernor, whom they elect, than from a 
bureaucrat 3,000 miles away from home? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I will say to the 
Senator that he well knows my position 
upon the question of local self-govern
ment. I like .to bring government as 
close to the people as possible. But we 
are dealing with a subject which is 
Nation-wide. Air travel extends from 
coast to coast, and from the Great Lakes 
to the Gulf. We are not dealing with a 
State question, involving the construc
tion of a great number of small airports 
in a State. Under a system of State con
trol, many counties might desire airports. 
Each county would say to t11e State gov
ernment, "If you want to be fair, you 
must divide this money up." The result 
would be that there would be no airport 
of any size in the State, and the money of 
the Federal Government would be used 
to bring about a failure iii an over-all 
scheme. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
' Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 

answer the Senator from West Virginia. 
The Senator from West Virginia says 
that the compromise report is better 
than the Senate bill because this is a 
national subject and is not a State mat
ter. I most respectfully point out to him 
and to other Senators that the Senate 
bill, as it passed the Senate, provided for 
the allotment of 65 percent of the funds 
for class 1, class 2, and class 3 airports. 
The purpose was to aid in the construc
tion of small airports in the States in 
order to handle local traffic. Thirty
five percent of the funds were to be spent 
for class 4 and class 5 airports for inter
state traffic. That division was worked 
out as a fair compromise. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. Presj.dent, will 
the Senator yield? . -

Mr. SALTONSTALL. l yield. 
Mr. McCARRAN. That i.::; the bill 

which the able Senator from Massachu
setts voted against on the -:floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I answer the 
Senator from Nevada by saying that I 
did not vote against it. I voted to chan
nel through the States funds for class 4 
and class 5 airports, but 35 percent would 
still have to go into large airports. 

Mr. McCARRAN. · When the bill came 
to the Senate it provided for the allot
ment of 65 percent for class 1, class 2, 
and class 3 airports, and 35 percent for 
class 4 and class 5 airp6rts, but the 
Brewster amendment read that provision 
out of the bill. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. The Brewster 

amendment did nothing of the kind. 
The Brewster amendment simply pro
vided that the 35 percent for class 4 and 
class 5 airports should likewise receive 
consideration by the States. That was 
the only distinction. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It provided that all 
the money had to be channeled through 
the States. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Precisely; but the 
35 percent had to go for class 4 and 
class 5 airports, exactly as the Senator 
from Massachusetts· has stated. That is 
a sound principle which the Senator from 
Nevada has always advocated, namely, 
that we should recognize the smaller air
ports by allotting 65 percent to their con
struction and 35 percent to the construc
tion of large airports. The only issue 
was as to whether the States should 
retain control. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a few more points, 
if I may do so at this time, and then I 
shall be through. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts has the :floor. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. At the present 
time there are, as I understand, 44 State 
airport agencies. I mention that because 
when this honorable body passed the 
Hayden-Cartwright bill in 1913 to pro
vide for Federal aid to State highways
a bill which has worked out most suc
cessfully in the last 33 years-there were 
only two State highway agencies. The 
highway agencies were built up to co
operate with the Federal Government 
and to plan the use of the funds for road 
work in the States. 

Let me point out that if this bill be
comes law, the Federal Government will 
be dealing directly with more than 4,000 
local agencies in the various States. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SALTONSTALIJ. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Of the 44 State agen

cies referred to by the Senator from Mas
sachusetts, how many of the State agen
cies match Federal funds or appropriate 
any money out of the State treasury to 
help localities build airports? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. A few of them 
already do. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Very few-not more 
than four, I think. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I admit that a 
very few do as yet pass out funds. But 
if this compromise bill becomes law, it 
will afford no incentive for the States to 
render assistance. 

I should like to make the point that 
a great many of the localities cannot pro
vide their own experts. The experts will 
have to be provided by the States, or else 
they will have to be provided by the Fed
eral Government. As the Senator from 
Maine points out, the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration now has more than 11,000 
employees, of whom 191 are engaged in 
airport planning and airport construc
tion. The Civil Aeronautics Administra
tion told us that that part of their agency 
will have to be increased by about 500 
percent if this bill becomes law. The 
testimony for the Civil Aeronautics Ad
ministration, by Mr. Charles B. Donald
son, Assistant Administrator for Airports, 
before the committ~e was as follows: 

AB the blll is presently drawn, 1t would 
require that the Administrator deal directly 
with the sponsors of each project undertaken 
under the program. This would ·require 
direct dealings with approXimately 4,300 

units of government. It is obvious that from 
an administrative point of view this would 
be extremely difficult and cumbersome. 

That is what the Assistant Administra
tor for Airports of the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration said of the bill in its prP.s
ent form. 

I should like to make just one or two 
other points. This bill provides for no 
maintenance for airports. I do not think 
action on the measure should be held up 
because of that fact; but we must re
member that there ar-e approximately 
800 Army airports which have been 
turned back as surplus, and they must 
be maintained in some way or other. 
That will be a problem in which the Fed
eral Government must help in the days 
to come. For instance, in my own State, 
at Bedford, Mass., the State contributed 
about $100,000, when I was Governor, to 
buy the land. The Federal Government 
has contributed between $2,000,000 and 
$3,000,000 and has now declared that air
port to be surplus. It could be used by 
the State, but it must be maintained. 
There is no provision for Federal assist
ance to maintain that airport. I am not 
sure that I approve of Federal assistance 
for maintenance, but it is a problem 
which must arise in coi:mection with the 
800 airports which have been declared 
surplus. 

We also must remember that the cities 
and towns of which we are ·speaking, 
which are going to build airports, must 
turn to their State governments in some 
instances. For instance, in many States 
if cities or towns desire to borrow money 
beyond their debt limits, they must ob
tain the approval of the State govern-. 
ment, through the State legislature. If 
an airport is to be built outside the city 
limits, the city presumably must secure 
the approval of the State legislature to 
buy the land outside its limits and to 
hold it tax free. 

The distinguished Senator from Ne
vada [Mr. McCARRAN] mentioned the air
ports in New York. I think he mentioned 
Idlewild, although I was not sure I cor
rectly understood him. He did not men
tion it by name. Idlewild, which is the 
largest airport in the United States-it 
is not yet finished-was begun by the 
city of New York; but I am informed, 
and I believe the information to be cor
rect, that the present mayor of New York, 
Mayor O'Dwyer, has asked the New York 
Legislature and the Governor of New 
York to create an authority there because 
Idlewild is too big a proposition for New 
York City to handle. That is a direct 
instance in which a city has asked the 
State to help because the job is too big 
for the city. 

In my own city of Boston the State 
had to take over, buy, maintain,_ and 
enlarge the airport because the city of 
Boston could not do it. 

Those are two instances which I have 
in mind, in which the State government 
has been asked to help in connection 
with the airport problem. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. McCARRAN. Inasmuch as the 

Senator has mentioned Mayor O'Dwyer. 
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I should like to read a letter which is 
under date of March 28: 

Thank you for your further information 
with reference to the conference committee 
report on the airpor-t bill. I strongly favor 
the final draft of the bill as reported by this 
committee. Specifically, I believe that grants 
should be made through the CAA to cities, 
counties, and authorities. In New York 
City all airport matters will be in the hands 
of the New York City Airport Authority, and 
I am strongly in favor of having the CAA 
deal di<ectly with this authority, and not 
through the State cr any other agency. May 
I ask you to state this fact when the bill 
comes up for consideration in the Senate and 
House. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Let me ask the 
distinguished Senator whether the letter 
is signed by former Mayor LaGuardia? 

Mr. McCARRAN. No; it is signed by 
William O'Dwyer. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would point 
out that Mayor O'Dwyer has asked the · 
State government for assistance. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Mayor O'Dwyer 

has net only asked the State government, 
but the bill has been passed and signed 
by Governor Dewey; and the entire au
thority, insofar as the New York airport 
known as Idlewild is concerned, has been 
transferred to the State authority, which 
is a representative of the State govern
ment. I suspect that perhaps Mayor 
O'Dwyer has not been fully informed as 
to the implications of the various pro
p!)sals, in questioning the propriety of 
the procedure. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, .let 
me say to the Senator from Maine that 
I would not imply that the mayor was 
not 2.dvised when he sent that tele
gram. Let me say that he was advised 
as to what is contained in the conference 
bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a further point. 
Since I have been a Member of this dis
tinguished body, the Senate has passed 
a bill, wh~ch is now in conference, deal
ing with school lunches. If my under
standing of the bill is correct, the Fed
eral assistance which is rendered in that 
connection stops at the State line, and 
from there on the work is carried on by 
State agencies, under certain super
vision. 

The Senate recently passed a bill deal
ing with hospitals, and under the provi
sions of that bill the Federal aid stops at 
the State line. 

In connection with highway construc
tion, the Federal Government has always 
dealt directly with the State highway 
authorities, and it refuses to deal with 
the municipalities, no matter how large 
they may be. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Does not the 

Senator see a very definite distinction 
between appropriations for air travel, 
which recognizes no State boundaries, 
and appropriations for roads and for 
school lunches? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I say most re
spectfu!ly to E1e Sensttor from West 

Virginia, who is a very distinguished 
Member of this body and who is my 
friend, that airplanes travel through the 
States.: but the principles of Govern
ment on which this country has been 
built begin at home and with the in
dividual, and if we are going to disregard 
the State governments and the 48 units 
of State government and have the Fed
eral Government deal directly with 
counties and municipalities, we are go
ing to involve ourselves in a bureau
cracy the magnitude of which we have 
no conception. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield? 

' Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Does not the 

Senator realize that, under the Federal 
Government, national projects should be 
handled from a national viewpoint? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I answer the 
. Senator's question by saying that if the 
Federal Government desires to own cer
tain airports, as the Army and the Navy 
do, then it should have complete juris
diction over them; it should take them 
over and should pay for them entirely. 
But if it is going to go into localities 
and deal with commercial companies 
and private individuals, then let us keep 
close to home. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I rise merely to say that 

the school-lunch bill provides that the 
Federal Government may deal directly 
with certain types of schools, and not 
through the States. I believe the State 
of the Senator from Massachusetts has 
probably as many private schools as does 
any other State of the Union. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Let me say to 
the Senator from Vermont that when I 
was Governor of Massachusetts I had a 
terrific row with the Federal authorities 
on just that point, and finally the Fed
eral authority dealt through the State 
Department of Public Welfare, and 
thence down to the schools. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to have one 
thing made clear once more, although I 
believe it has been made clear already. 
If any State has a special session of its 
legislature before this bill takes effect 
or before any money is appropriated un
der it, the legislature can require that 
the funds be channeled through the 
State. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Vermont asks whether 
the State government, through its legis
lature, can have all funds channeled 
through the State. It can, but I submit 
that no gGvernment or no legislature 
would ever advocate such legislation as 
would prevent municipalities from deal
ing direct~y with the Federal Govern
ment in connection with emergency 
matters. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for a question? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. If I understand 

correctly what the Senator was saying, 
it applied to a transaction which recently 
took place in the State legislature of Wy
oming. 

When this conference report was re
ceived I took note of the provision in sec
tion 9 (b) reading as follows: 

Nothing in this act ~hall authorize the 
submission of a project application by any 
municipality or public agency which is sub
ject to the law of any State if the submis
sion of such project application by such 
municipality or other public agency is pro
hibited by the law of such State. 

In response to a telegraphic inquiry 
regarding this point, I advised the Gov
ocnor and a committee of the legislature 
of Wyoming as to what the proposed 
law would provide. Thereupon the 
State legislature adopted the bill known 
as Senate file No. 7, the title of which 
was: 

To provide that no city, town, county, or 
other political subdivision shall appJy for or 
receive any Federal grant for airport develop
ment unless the project is first approved by 
the State commission . 

It is my understanding that under the 
conference report the State legislature 
of Wyoming, by passing the bill which 
I understand the Governor has already 
signed, has taken itself out of the oper
ation of section 9 (a) . Therefore, the 
State remains the master of all applica
tions, and may follow a State-wide pro
gram for airport development. 

I should like to ask the Senator's in
dulgence to invite a statement from the 
Senator from Nevada with reference to 
whether or not it is true that any State 
legislature, after this bill becomes law, 
may not likewise pass an act such as 
the one to which I have referred, pro
viding for State control of all applica
tions. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is en
tirely correct. That fact is the reason for 
section 9 (b). In other words, if the 
State wishes to have ·Federal moneys 
channeled through the State, that may 
be done, as in the case of the State of 
Wyoming, which has enacted legislation 
to that effect. On the other hand, mu
nicipalities will go forward with their 
programs until the State in which the 
municipality is located prohibits munici
palities from doing so. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sena
tor. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I do not believe the 

Senator was in the Chamber when the 
language of the amendment was dis
cussed. It has been placed in the nega
tive. I urged very earnestly that a re
verse course should be adopted in order 
that recognition might be given to the 
Federal function. 

The criticism most frequently heard 
is that some States have not yet acted in 
regard to this matter. I believe that 44 
States have acted. The situation could 
be taken care of by a general provision in 
the following language: 

Provided, That where a State has not ap
propriated any State funds for airport pur
poses, or where a State does not have legisla
tion which permits its participation in the 
program through an adequate State airport 
agency, the Administrator shall carry out 
projects under this act by direct arrange
ments with any qualified public agency with
in the State. 
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That language, Mr. President, would Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 

take care of the State. the Senator yield? 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. ·Mr. President, Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 

I say frankly that I had not realized that Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator from 
any State had passed a law such as the Nevada misunderstood · my statement 
one to which the Senator from Wyoming with respect to 44 States. State airp~rt 
has referred. agencies with competent jurisdiction 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator from were created. Under the provisions of 
Maine has referred to 44 States which the conference report no Federal money 
he believes have acted in connection with may be available for next year because_ 
this matter. Allow me to read a list of the report must be filed tomorrow in 
some of the States. order to make any funds available, and 
' Maine, no funds appropriated; Iowa, that, obviously, will be impossible. 

no funds appropriated; Kansas, no funds Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
appropriated; Wisconsin, no funds ap- the Senator yield? 
propriated; -Oregon, no funds appro- Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
priated; New Hampshire, no funds ap:.. Mr. BARKLEY. Time is rapidly pass-
propriated; Ohio, no funds appropriated; ing. The Senator seems well on his way 
New Jersey, no funds appropriated; Mis- toward consuming the remainder of the 
souri, no funds appropriated; California, • allotted time. 
no funds appropriated; Indiana, no funds Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have one more 
appropriated; Texas, no funds appro- question and then I shall be through. 
priated; Arkansas, no funds appropri- Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the 
ated; Oklahoma, no funds appropriated; Senator will yield further to me, I merely 
Colorado, no funds appropriated; North wish to say that while the Senator was 
Carolina, no funds appropriated; Mis- Governor of Massachusetts, that State, 
sissippi, no ·funds appropriated; Florida, under some peculiar circumstances, did 
no funds appropriated; Nevada, no funds take over an airport because of condi
appropriated; North Dakota, no funds tions which existed with reference to it. 
appropriated; Connecticut, no funds aP:- Mr. SALTONSTALL. Massachusetts 
propria ted; Georgia, no funds appro- took over the airport in the city of Bos
priated; Nebraska; no fu.nds appropri- ton, purchased land at Bedford, and 
ated; New York, no funds appropriated; planned to buy other land in other parts 
Washington, no funds appropriated; of the State. 
South Dakota, no funds appropriated; Mr. BARKLEY. That was before the 
West Virginia, no funds appropriated for pending legislation was introduced. 
construction; Louisiana, no funds appro- Mr. SALTONSTALL. Massachusetts 
prJated; Montana, no funds appropri- has never had any Fe!ieral assistance. 
ated; Idaho. no funds appropriated for Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, refer
construction; Arizona, no funds appro- ence was made to 44 states. All of them, 
priated; Delaware, no funds appropri- with three or four exceptions, have 
ated; New Mexico, no funds appro- created aviation commissions of one form 
priated; South Carolina, no "funds or another, carrying with them no mc;mey 
appropriated; Alabama, $200,000 appro- whatever. Yet when funds are to be 
priated for 1946 and 1947, conditional furnished by the United states for the 
upon approval by governor; Maryland, purpose of helping localities which have 
indefinite; Michigan, $1,500,000 appro- undertaken to buy land and construct 
priated for period ending June 30, 1946; airports, hangars, and administration 
Wyoming, no funds appropriated; Rhode · buildings with money derived from the 
Island, no funds appropriated to date; 
utah. $500,000 appropriated up to June sale of bonds we are asked to provide that 
30, 1947; Virginia, $130,000 for period those localities may not deal directly 

With the Government of the United 
1946-48; Pennsylvania, $3,725,000 ap- States but must go to tne State capitol 
propriated; Minnesota, $910,000 available in order to obtain funds from the Federal 
balance from prior appropriations; Illi- Government. 
nois, $2,500,000 for airports and air-
ways, amount for airports indefinite; Mr. SALTONSTALL. I believe that 
vermont, $15,000 appropriated for land; the State governments will appropriate 
Massachusetts, no reply received; Ten- funds when there is an incentive for them 
nessee, no reply received. to do so. There were only two State 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I highway commissions when Federal 
wish to ask the senator about . Massa- assistance was originally offered for the 
chusetts. Massachusetts has appropri- construction of highways. 
ated more than $39,000,000 durmg the Mr. BARKLEY. Frankly, I do not be-
past years. lieve that situation is analagous to the 

Mr. McCARRAN. Not for airport con- present one. However, I do not have 
struction, according to the report which _ time to go into it. 
was made to us. Mr. SALTONSTALL. I only assert, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I shall not go Mr. President, in conclusion that through 
into the matter except to say that I my- · this bill we are being asked· to establish 
self, while Governor of Massachusetts, a principle for future airport construe
signed bills appropriating more than tion which should not be established. I 
$15,000,000. believe that it is essential to start out on 

Mr. McCARRAN. That was a long the right foot, and to work through the 
time ago. State governments rather than through 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator the cities. 
would give the impression that Massa- Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
chusetts has not appropriated any money Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, in view 
for this purpose at all. She has appro- of the fact that it required 25 minutes to 
priated a great deal of money. · call the roll when we reached the hour 

of 2 o'clo.ck this afternoon, I ask unan
imous consent that debate on the con
ference report be continued for 20 min
u~& . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to' the request of the Senator 
from Illinois? 

Mr. GUFFEY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 

have only one further statement to make, 
and then I shall have concluded my dis
cussion of a matter which is of great im
portance and will continue to be of great 
impoitance in the future. 

What I say is said after months of 
experience through which the Senator 
from Maine stood with me until he be
came so tired that he left the conference 
and did not return. I did not blame him 
at all. I am not criticizing him, but I 
say that there will be no program for 
airports if this conference report is 
rejected. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
rather regret if not resent the sugges
tion that I was worn out. We had con
tinued for several months, and one Mem
ber of the Senate conferees was himself 
worn down and he finally notified me 
that he was going over to join the Sen
ator from Nevada and his two associ
ates. So there were four conferees on 
the part of the Senate who were inclined 
to compromise. I assumed that the 
compromise would be the proposal of the 
Senator from Nevada, but later I found 
to my amazement that the compromise 
was the Hou.3e bill itself to which the 
conferees on the part of the Senate 
agreed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
· minute. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall not attempt 
to discuss the matter in 1 minute. I 
am not interested in the numbe-r of 
old men who become .worn out before 
their time. [Laughter.] I agree with 
the Senator from Nevada that if this 
conference report is rejected the chance 
of enacting any airport legislation dur
ing the present year will go out the 
window. 

It seems to me that the States which 
have set up more or less ornamental or 
monumental aviation commissions with
out providing any money to aid locali
ties which are willing to buy land and 
bond themselves in order to obtain nec
essary money, have no right to insist that 
Federal funds be channeled through the 
State capitol. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Th~ 
hour of 4 o'clock having arrived--

Mr. BREWSTER. A parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. What will be the 
precise question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The . 
question will be on agreeing to the con
ference report. 

Mr. BREWSTER. A vote "nay" will be 
to· reject the conference report? 



4234 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE APRIL 30 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will 
be. 

Mr. McCARRAN. A vote "yea" will 
be to adopt the conference report? 
[Laughter.] · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A vote 
"yea" will be to adopt the conference 
report. 

The hour of 4 o'clock having arrived, 
under the unanimous-consent agree
ment, the question is on agreeing to the 
conference report on the bill (S. 2) to 
provide for Federal aid for the develop
ment, construction, improvement, and 
repair of public airports in the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The distinguished 
senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
BAILEY], who has long been very active 
in urging legislation to provide airports 
for cities and other places throughout 
the country, is necessarily absent because 
of illness. I am sure he would wish to 
be present today to vote on this confer
ence report. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
GLAss] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
BILBO], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
GossETT], and the Senator from Loui· 
siana [Mr. OvERTON] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN
DREWS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ] and the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. MYERS] are detained on 
public business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN
NALLY] is absent on official business, at
tending the Paris meeting of the Council 
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the 
Secretary of State. He has a genera] 
pair with the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. VANDENBERG]. I am advised that if 
present, the Senator from Texas would 
vote "yea." 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is detained on official business 
at one of the Government departments. 

I wish to announce .further that on this 
question, the · Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. OVERTON] is paired with the Sena
tor from Maine [Mr. WHITE]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. OVERTON] would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE] would 
vote "nay." 

I wish to announce further that if pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. ANDREWS], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania ·[Mr. MYERS], would 
vote "yea." 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] is absent on 
official business, attending the Paris 
meeting of the council of Foreign Min
isters as an adviser to the Secretary of 
State. He has a general pair with the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. I 
am not advised how he would vote if 
present. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY] is absent on official business. If 
present he would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
WILLIS] is necessarily absent. If present 
h would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE], 
who is necessarily absent and who would 
vote "nay" if present, is paired on this 
question with the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. OvERTON], who would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 32, as follows: 

Aiken 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Briggs 
Butler 
Downey 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
Green 
Guffey 
Gurn ey 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Hill 
Hoey 

Austin 
Ball 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield . 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Capper 
Carvil'le 

Andrews 
Bailey 
Bilbo 
Chavez 
CODifally · 

So the 
to. 

YEAS-49 

Huffman 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kilgore 
La Follette 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
May bank 
Mead 
Mitchell 
Morse 
Murdock 
Murray 
O'Mahoney 

NAYS-32 

Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Russell 
Stewart 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
W'agner 
Walsh 
Wilson 
Young 

Cordon Moore 
Donnell O'Daniel 
Gerry Reed 
Hart Saltonstall 
Hawkes Shipstead 
Hickenlooper Smith 
Johnston, S. C. Stanfill 
Knowland Taft 
Langer Wherry 
McClellan Wiley 
Millikin 

NOT VOTING-15 

George 
Glass 
Gossett 
Myers 
Overton 

Tobey 
Vandenberg 
Wheeler 
White 
Willis 

conference report was agreed 

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 138) to 
implement further the purposes of the 
Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to carry out an agreement with the 
United Kingdom, and for other purposes. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE obtained the floor. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to urge Sena

tors, while we have a full attendance, to 
remain on the floor, and I hope the 
Senate will be willing to sit a little later 
than usual this evening and for the re
mainder of the week, in the hope that we 
may conclude the consideration of the 
unfinished business on which I under
stand the Senator from Wisconsin is 
about to address the Senate. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr·. President, I 
have given much study and thought to 
the various questions involved in this 
proposed British loan and financial 
agreement. I have come to the conclu
sion that I cannot support it. I am con
vinced that from a financial and eco
nomic standpoint it would be a bad bar
gain and a foolish venture. Whatever 

. ·merits the proposal may have as a gener
ous gesture of international good will 

are more than offset by the future fric
tions it will create and by the unwar
ranted and excessive demands it will 
impose on our already overburdened 
economy; 

In many respects, this is not an easy 
decision to make. As far as I am per
sonally concerned, it would .be much 
easier to coast along with the popular 
misconception that this is an issue in
volving an international outlook as 
against nationalism. It would be much 
easier to accept blindly at face value and 
without question the administration 
arguments for this loan; 

I know that many well-meaning peo
ple, most of whom have only a very cas
ual knowledge of the terms and implica
tions of this loan, have been sold on the 

• idea that this is a necessary step toward 
international cooperation. I know that 
many less-honest and less-scrupulous in
dividuals will seize upon this situation 
to smear and brand those who oppose 
this loan as being opponents of interna
tional cooperation. 

I do not propose to deal in such gen
eralities. Later in my remarks I intend 
to discuss some of the international and 
ideological aspects of this proposed 
agreement. For the present, let it suffice 
to say that I emphatically disagree that 
this proposed loan is a step toward win
ning the peace. Instead of cementing 
friendships, I am convinced it will lead 
to misunderstandings and alienations 
among the nations that are directly and 
indirectly involved. For our own people, 
it will mean disillusionments and reac
tion that will do great harm to the cause 
of world peace. 

Because of the complex issues involved 
in this proposition, a new and fantastic 
line of argument has been developed by 
some of the proponents of this loan. 
Some who cannot justify the specific 
terms have casually brushed aside all the 
unpleasant facts with the bland asser
tion that it is the general policy that 
counts, not the details. 

I submit, Mr. President, that such is 
an extremely bad and dangerous doc
trine to introduce into the legislative 
process. If that were true, then Congress 
might just as well save time and pass 
judgment on all bills merely on the basis 
of their titles instead of the specific pro
visions which they contain. As a prac
tical matter, Senators all know well that 
a considerable difference often exists be
tween the title or objective of a bill and 
the language or actual effects thereof. 
It is wholly unrealistic and unsatisfac
tory to legislate on the basis of gener
alities only. 

From my own personal observations, I 
am always wary of those who favor or 
oppose measures on the basis of general 
principles · or broad objectives. I fear 
that too often those words are used to 
cloak a lack of knowledge or a lack of 
good arguments concerning the measure. 
I want to emphasize that it is the duty 
of Congress to ·examine with great care 
not only the purported objectives of all 
legislation, but also the actual terms and 
methods whereby the objectives are 
sought to be attained. 

That is why I cannot coast along with 
those who have linked this measure with 
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good foreign policy without fP,ctually es
tablishing the good in it. 

The economic interests of the United 
States in this matter have been very 
much distorted. We stanct to gain very 
little on our end of the proposed bargain. 
We incur, however, substantial risks· and 
concessions for considerations which are 
intangible, indefinite, and improbable of 
realization. 

In the first place, the agreement is full 
of loopholes insofar as Britain's respon
sibilities are concerned. In exchange for 
our positive commitments, we receive 
evasions and hedgings with various 
buried provisos and exemptions. There 
are ambiguities concerning the real in
tent of certain sections. Illustrative of 
this is the following quotation from a 
letter to the editor which was published 
originally in the London Times and re
published in the New English Weekly for 
December 20, 1945-at the time when the 
British Parliament was considering the 
agreement. Writes a British colonel: 

To the Americans the proposals mean, it 
seems, the diminution and eventually the 
abolition of reciprocal and selective trading, 
of which Imperial preference is only one part. 
To the British the proposals are put forth 
as allowing the continuance and even exten
sion of reciprocal and selective trading. The 
eventual break-down of such an agreement 
1s inevitable. 

The British press, and members of 
Parliament who urged the loan, frankly 
stated that the loan had been tailored to 
pass the Congress. The British News Re
view-a prominent weekly publication, 
which claims no political affiliations
reported in its December 20, 1945, issue: 

€hief Negotiator Lord Keynes told the 
Yanks bluntly that Britain was entitled to 
an interest-free grant for the part the coun
try had played in winning the war for Amer
ica. • • • He was told Mr. Truman agreed, 
but he dared not try to puy anything like 
that across Congress. • • • In return, 
there was a sort of gentlemen's understand
ing that America would help Britain to pull 
down the world's tariff walls, and would con
sider lowering its own tariff obstacles to 
British ·products. 

Then, continuing, and note this: 
Moreover, Keynes avoided giving the 

Americans a pledge that Dominion prefer
ences would be removed. He merely promised 
that Britain would consider barg~ining on 
this matter. 

Obviously, the British press is Bot in
fallible; nor does it represent the view
point necessarily of the Government or 
the representatives who negotiated this 
agreement. But this scaadalous inter
pretation raises the · question: Is there 
any possible basis of terminology-any 
escape clauses-under which this inter
pretation might be justified? 

The answer is "Yes." Let me call the 
Senate's attention to some of the phrase
ology and provisos by which the apparent 
objectives could be nullified or distorted. 
As far as I could find in the hearings on 
this joint resolution, the administration 
spokesman did not discuss these points 
before the B,anking and Currency Com
mittee. -

Sections 7, 8, and 10 of the financial 
agreement, in the provisions relating to 
sterling area and other exchange ar
rangements, all contain the loophole 
clause "unless in exceptional cases a later 

date is agreed upon after consultation." 
A similar clause reading "unless in excep
tional cases after consultation they 
agree otherwise" is contained in section 
8 (ii) (b). 

In effect, this is a tremendous delega
tion of congressional powers. Propo
nents may argue that it is necessary to 
take care of unforeseen contingencies. 
But it does not alter the fact that clauses 
like this can be used subsequently to 
change fundamentally congressional 
policy after the Congress has ratified this 
agreement. Furthermore, the likelihood 
that such evasions might occur is en
hanced by the apparent fact that the 
America negotiators were motivated to · 
some extent in the terms of ·this agree
ment by what they thought Congress 
would insist upon as a minimum. 

Look at some of the other. language of 
the agreement. In section 6: Instead of 
making a clear-cut agreement with the 
words "The United Kingdom agrees to-" 
or similar words, the agreement uses the 
very weak language "It is understood the 
United Kingdom will • • • ." Simi
larly, in section 10, instead of saying posi
tively "The United Kingdom will make 
arrangements" the language of the docu
ment reads, "The United Kingdom in
tends to make." Contrast that with the 
language "The United States will extend 
a line of credit of $3,750,000,000," and so 
forth. 

Section 5, which relates to the waiver 
of interest payments, also contains some 
"sleeper provisions." On the face of it, 
it appears that interest will not be waived 
unless imports are less than the 1936-38 
average. This is how Lord Keynes, the 
chief British negotiator, explained this 
provision in the House of Lords during 
the British debates on December 17 and 
18, 1945: 

We pay no interest !or 6 years. After that · 
we pay no interest in any year in which our 
exports have not l:3en restored to a level 
which may be estimated at about 60 percent 
in excess of prewar. I repeat that. We pay 
no interest in any year in which our exports 
have not been restored to a level which may 
be estimated at about 60 percent in excess 
of what they were prewar • • • in vol
ume. 

This is the explanation of the 60-per
cent incr~ase referred to in this quota
tion: In prewar years Britain paid for 
almost half of her imports by rendering 
shipping and financial services, includ
ing insurance, and with the income re
ceived from very substantial foreign in
vestments. Lord Keynes apparently 
realized that' services and investments 
will never again pay for such a large 
proportion of the British trade, and that 
Britain under the loan will be in the very 
fortunate position of expanding her ex
ports 60 percent over prewar levels-or 
else not be obligated to pay inteiest on 
this loan. 

What does it mean so far as the United 
States is concerned? It means that we 
are partially underwriting, not for a 
transition period, but for 50 years-the 
term of the loan-a new British economy 
which will be based to a much larger ex
tent on exports rather than shipping and 
financial services. In other words, under 
this loan we are straddling two great 

propositions presented by the United 
Kingdom economy. We are straddling a 
short-term proposition and a long-term 
proposition. The implications of each of 
these deserve careful consideration
and I intend to consider them later in 
my remarks. 

Lord Keynes went on tL. say this about 
the provisions for interest-waiver: 

Moreover, the installments of capital pay. 
ments are so arranged that we obtain the 
maximum benefit of this provision (waiver 
of interest) in the early years. For at the 
start, the minimum payment to which we 
have committed ourselves (1. e. repayment 
of principal) is no more than £13,000,000 . 

The repayment schedple is so arranged 
that almost two-thirds of the required 
payments in the early years consists of 
interest, which part could be waived. 
There is some justification for this, I 
concede, because the interest is computed 
annually on the basis of the amount of 
the loan then outstanding. However, it 
also has the effect of placing large 
amounts of interest in jeopardy of col
lection at a time when the waiver pro
visions are in effect, and large amounts 
of capital in · jeopardy at future times 
when there is greater probability of de
fault. In other words, we stand to lose 
at both ends. 

Mention should also be made of the 
long interest-free period and the pro
vision tucked away in the last sentence 
of paragraph (b) under section 5. 

Under the latter provision, if a waiver 
of interest is requested during the years 
1951 to 1955, the computation is based 
not on the income for that year but on 
the average of all the years from· 1950. 
The net effect is a carry-over provision 
that liberalizes the waiver provisions in 
subsequent years if income in the early 
1950's does not reach the specified level. 

It should also be noted that with the 
interest-free provisions until1951 the ef
fective rate of interest for the entire 
period is considerably below the nominal 
2 percent provided in the agreement. 
Secretary Vinson pointed out in the 
hearings that, depending on when the 
money is actually drawn, the effective 
rate of interest, taking into account the 
interest-free period, could be as low as 
1.63 percent. And this depends on full 
future interest payments. If the inter
est is waived, especially in the early years 
of the loan, ·the effective interest rate 
would actually be substantially below 1.63 
percent. 

In this connection, it is interesting to 
note the two different placements of em
phasis that are made by the American 
and British proponents of this loan. In 
the hearings before the Banking and 
Currency Committee it was emphasized 
that the 5-year period of grace was 
largely due to the probability that the 
British would draw on the credit only 
gradually over a 3- or 5-year period. 
In the British Parliament the emphasis 
was placed on the considerable period of 
time, during which time all the money 
would be available without interest. 

Lord Keynes summed up the sitl..lation 
with these words in Parliament: 

The balm and sweet simplicity of no per
cent is not admitted, but we are not asked 
to pay interest except under conditions when 
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we can reasonably well afford to do so, and 
the capital installments are 1::0 spread that 
our m inimum obligation in the early years is 
actually less than it would be with a loan 
free of interest repayable in equal install
ments. 

So much for the waiver of interest 
provisions. Other prov1s1ons in the 
agreement are equally full of deceptions. 
Section 9 (b) . for example, opens the 
door wide for discriminating import ar
rangements by including the proviso: 

This shall not apply in cases in which 
there may be special necessity for the coun
try imposing such restrictions to assist 
• • • c:1. country whose economy has been 
disrupted by war. 

I ask any Senator, what participating 
country has not had its economy dis
rupted by this global war? 

Consider also section 8 (iii) . It is pop
ularly assumed that with this loan we 
obtain a world trade free from exchange 
and import restrictions-at least insofar 
as the British Empire is concerned; I 
have already suggested numerous loop
holes whereby British compliance might 
be delayed and postponed. And now, 
we come to the particular subsection 
that adds the coup de grace. This sub
section provides that the agreements are 
not binding after December 31, 1951. 
The excuse, included with the subsection, 
is that the termination is in anticipation 
of more comprehensive arrangements by 
multilateral agreement. 

As a practical matter, I am convinced 
this loan will have very little effect in 
expanding the channels of multilateral 
trading. There are many barriers to be 
surmounted with other countries, even if 
Britain and the United States were com
mitted 100 percent to the policy by the 
agreement-which obviously is not the 
case. I think it is also evident that the 
loan will have a very limited effect inso
far as Britain alone is concerned. 

Those who believe that this agreement 
is the Open Sesame for all world trade 
will not find encouragement in the 
British press. This observation, for ex
ample, appeared in the New English 
Weekly for March 7, 1946: 

The unblocking of sterling Phould start 'in 
January 1947, well in advance of the time
table prescribed by the Washington financial 
agreement. The unblocking will not pro
ceed as the American negotiators at Wash
ington imagined it would proceed. They en
visaged a wholesale conversion of overseas 
sterling into dollars and the gradual redemp
tion of the remainder of Britain's overseas 
indebtedness. 

I continue to quote from this British 
weekly: 

That is not the way it will be worked. 
Conversion into dollars will be limited to the 
amount of dollars available. If the United 
States does not provide dollars in abundance, 
then the conversion of overseas sterling into 
dollars will be on a very limited scale. 

Statements like this imply several 
things. First, that the British pattern 
of action is set, regardless of what we do 
on this loan. Second, that Americans 
are over-optimistic concerning the trade 
benefits that can accrue. Third, that 
the effects will not be expansive, but 
merely directly proportional to the num
ber of dollars we are willing to pump 
into the world economic stream. 

Those who favor this loan have de
vised numerous arguments with refer
ence to the $13,000,000,000 of blocked 
sterling that Britain owes. Unless we 
give this loan, they argue, these balances 
will exclude American products from 
the whole sterling area. The inference 
is that this agreement would make this 
sterling readily convertible to any other 
currency. The plain fact is that such 
conversion and repayment are wholly 
impossible on Britain's part, except as 
settlements are made · scaling the 
amounts downward and refunding 
agreements are made for repayments 
over a long period of years. In fact, the 
·loan agreement itself recognizes such an 
intention on Britain's part; P,nd also 
states that the dollars of the loan will 
not be used to discharge these obliga
tions. What. is not added is that Britain 
would probably make refunding agree
ments in any event, for she simply could 
not live if she used all her exports to 
satisfy blocked sterling and received no 
food and raw materials in return. 

.. It is true that under certain conditions, 
i year after the effective d'ate of the 
agreement <conditioned again with the 
loophole clause "unless in special cases a 
later date is agreed upon after consulta
tion"), sterling balances released, or 
otherwise available, would under the 
agreement be available for current trans
actions in any currency area. But here 
again, the limiting factor would be 
Britain's ability to make such payments. 
Until Britain reaches a trade status that 
permits a substantial repayment, this 
will have little bearing on increasing 
multilateral trade; until that time, it 
means nothing more than our dollars 
taking a circuitous path. 

It has frequently been argued that this 
loan is an "or else" proposition: we must 
make the loan or face dire consequences 
in a world trade war. This argument 
has been hammered and hammered by 
those supporting this agreement. In my 
opinion it is one of the weakest argu
ments that can be made in its behalf. 

In the first place, I have confidence 
that America can more than hold its own 
in any trade war, if one develops. In the 
second place, foreign trade, or any trade, 
should be highly competitive. It is when 
we get into cartels and agreements to re
strict or shut off competition that we 
have most of our troubles. If multi
lateral trading is good-and most every
one agrees that it is, in principle-Britain 
will join in negotiations to that end when 
she is able and willing-just as other 
countries of the world wilL No mone
tary consideration on our part should be 
necessary for doing something that is 
mutually advantageous. 

For those who argue "Yes, but Britain 
and other countries cannot do it now 
unless we assist them" the answer is very 
simple. It is not to our own best inter
ests to expand now. We want to retain 
our nylons, automobiles, lumber, ma
chine tools, railroad equipment, and the 
host of other consumer and capital goods. 

Mr. President, it is a great mistake to 
assume that our industrial plant is in 
shape to compete for trade in future 
years. We are very greatly in need of 
the very same products which the British 
will b~ needing, if we are to bring our 

plant up to a point of efficiency and to 
translate the technological advances due 
to war research into our actual practice 
and operation in order that we may sup
port the high-wage economy and at the 
same time by lowel-ing per-unit costs be 
in a position to compete in the world 
markets. But if we permit Britain or 
other countries to bid against· our indus
trialists and others who need this equip
ment, we shall merely be retarding our 
reconversion, delaying the time when we 
can bring our industrial plant to a peace
time efficiency commensurate with our 
research and our know-how. We want 
to retain these materials, Mr. President, 
until our own accumulated backlog is 
satisfied. 

We have even gone to the extent of 
rigid export licensing to control the 
outflow. It is sheer nonsense to say we 
are helping ourselves in this respect by 
the loan, when we are simply creating 

· more inflationary pressures that must be 
controlled. 

Neither is there any validity in the 
statements that we must participate now 
in world trade because permanent chan
nels are being set up that will continue 
to persist. The fact is that present 
trade-including much of our internal 
domestic trade-is not based on costs or 
quality, but merely on the existence of a 
supply. Future normal trade, both at 
home and abroad, will be shaped to a 
large extent by cost and quality. 

When we are in a position and have 
goods on hand to export, we shall have 
no difficulty in world markets for lack of 
dollar exchange. The recent report of 
the Export-Import Bank contains a de
tailed statement showing that gold and 
dollar assets of foreign countries in
creased from $14,972,000,000 in December 
1938 to $21 ,042,000,000 on June 30, 1945. 
Although the gold and dollar assets of 
the United Kingdom have shrunk from 
$3,129,000,000 to $1,840,000,000 during 
that period, other countries have much 
more than offset that decline. Hence, 
our foreign trade has ample basis for ex
pansion, insofar as these assets are con
ducive to trade and assist in the mechan
ics of exchange. 

The Department of Commerce made a 
detailed study of Foreign Trade in a 
Postwar Economy which was published 
in November 1944. This was before the 
end of the war, and many months before 
the British loan was under consideration. 
The report was highly optimistic o.f the 
future foreign-trade opportunities of 
this country. It to·ok notice of the in
creased gold and dollar balances of for
eign countries, pointing out that while 
the whole amount could not be used for 
purchases, "it is entirely possible that 
extraordinary imports from the United 
States will be financed out of these ac
cumulations at the rate of one to two 
billion dollars a year for several years." 

The report envisaged an enlarged Ex
port-Import Bank, direct investments of 
corporate funds in foreign· enterprises, 
and loans through an International 
Bank. Nothing, of course, was said about 
the proposed British loan. Then this 
estimate was made: 

It has been estimated that postwar exports 
of $7,000,000,000 would be possible on the 



1946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4237 
basis of new foreign investment of about 
$1,000,000,000 a year. Exports of $10,000,000,-
000 would be possible if, in addition to in
creased imports from tariff reduction esti
mated at a possible $1,000,000,000, the rate of 
foTf~ign investment was stepped up to $3,300,-
000,000 a year. 

~xports of this magnitude are about 
three times the 1937-39 level of exports. 

Now, the facts are that the Export
Import Bank alone has already received 
funds for loans of approximately $3,300,-
000,000, and another $1,250 000 000 is 
anticipated. The very obvious'con~lusion 
to be drawn is that on the basis of the 
Department of Commerce's own figures 
we can expect a very substantial future 
foreign trade-without the British loan. 

In the final analysis, the volume of 
our foreign trade will ultimately depend 
on our willingness to accept imports. As 

. has. been pointed out frequently, inter
national loans are merely deferred im
ports. Or, if not repaid, they represent 
exports that are given away. A loan may 
create a temporary prosperity to the ex
porter who has a surplus, but such pros
perity is wholly superfic~al if payment in 
goods is not received in return. If we 
are loaning only to export, we might as 
well give the money directly to. the ex
porters and then give the commodities 
away to our own people who need or de
sire them. From an economic stand
point, the result is the same. 

In any event, the rel:!-1 decisions that 
govern the flow of international trade are 
the specific decisions with respect to 
tariffs, exchange conditions, trade con
trols, comm~dity agreements, and so 
forth-not the high-sounding general 
policies and platitudes. We have heard 
much, for example, about our future 
trade policies unhampered by any re
strictions. In the next breath these 
same spokesmen recognize the necessity 
of quotas, export subsidies, and a host of 
other trade restrictions on numerous 
commodities, such as sugar, wheat, cot
ton, petroleum, and other commodities. 
I do not intend to convey the impression 
that these trends are necessarily wrong. 
I do want to suggest that these specific 
decisions, and other specific decisions 
commodity by commodity, are the factor~ 
that will govern the level of our foreign 
trade-not the hopes and aspirations ex
pressed in general policies. 

Thus far in my remarks I have been 
discussing one major point: The prob
able effect of this agreement on the eco
nomic trade of this country. Let me 
summa~ize briefly some of the arguments. 

I believe we stand to gain very little 
from this agreement. We bind ourselves 
to an expensive bargain that is full of 
loopholes and escape clauses. We pro
pose to expand our foreign trade when we 
are not ready to do so-when it will 
merely increase inflationary pressures 
already alarming. 

We will not be closing the door to 
future trade if we do not make the loan. 
American traders will be able to hold 
tJ:leir ?Wn in future competition, espe
Cially If we do not hamper th~m in trans
lating the research of war and techniques 
developed during the war into actual pro
duction processes by permitting the ex
portation of their machine tools and 
other capital gocds to countries, includ-
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ing Great Britain, which are now seeking 
them. Future trade will depend more on 
specific decisions than on present general 
policies. Whether we grant the loan or 
not, British trade policies will be devel
oped largely independent of our plans or 
desires. In short, the loan would have 
only a limited transitory effect on our 
trade-and some of the transitory effects 
would be bad. There would be an infla
tionary effect now; deflation later. 
After these effects are dissipated, our 
future foreign trade would depend on ex
actly the same factors that would exist 
without the granting of the loan. 

The second major consideration 
evolves about the relationship of this 
loan to the economic status of the United 
Kingdom. To discuss this situation 
properly, a distinction must be made be
tween the short-term and long-term 
problems of the United Kingdom. 

Britain's short-term problems evolve 
about the immediate necessity of build
ing up exports so that a balance of trade 
can be achieved and so that sufficient 
food and raw materials can be imported. 
The long-term problems evolve about 
Britain's natural desire to hold the Em
pire together and to be a dominant power 
in world trade. 

In my estimation, the short-term prob
lems have been very much over-estimated 
and the long-term problems have been 
very much underestimated. There may 
be some justification to give assistance 
to Britain to meet her short-term prob
lems. But there is absolutely no justifi
cation to underwrite the British Empire 
nor a dominant place in world trade .for 
the United Kingdom. As previously sug
gested, this financial agreement straddles 
both propositions. 

First, let us examine the short-term 
problems of Britain. The facts are that 
the United Kingdom exports declined 
during the war to less than one-third of 
prewar volume. This was due, we are 
told, to Britain's concentration on war 
production rather than exports. No one 
can gainsay that. But it is also true that 
a large decline in exports was due ipso 
facto to the war closure of British mar
kets in Germany and enemy-controlled 
territories. About 29 percent of British 
exports went to these countries before the 
war. In other words, it was not entirely 
a voluntarily decision to _forget about 
exports. In any event, United States 
lend-lease bridged the gap for British 
consumers and supplied the urgent de
ficiencies. 

The British bitterly complained about 
the cessation of lend-lease at the war's 
end. They felt they had a vested right 
in its continuance until their economic 
affairs were in order. During the subse
quent negotiations for a loan they 
painted a bleak picture of the recupera
tive prospects of the United Kingdom. 
The American negotiators took them at 
their word. Even during the recent 
hearings when later data wete available, 
the Treasury Department submitted for 
the record a glamorized chart purporting 
to show the huge net outpayments the 
United Kingdom would have in its foreign 
trade through 1950. The chart indicates 
net out-payments of almost $2,000,000,000 
in 1946. Yet, Messrs. Vinson and Clay-

ton admitted during the hearings that 
this was based on a gross understatement 
of British exports which were the basis 
of the loan discussions. Mr. Atlee's re
vised estimates of a few weeks ago were 
almost half a billion dollars more for 1946 
exports. For 1947, the Treasury's chart 
estimates a net outpayment of about 
£350,000,000 or about $1,400,000,000. 

Mr. President, contrast this with the 
current analysis made by a British 
economist, C. Morgan-Webb, in the New 
English Weekly for March 7, 1946. I 
read: 

It is clear now that the British negoti
ators who went to Washington shortly ::tfter 
VJ-day, were unduly pessimistic as to Brit
ain's powers of recovery. Since the statis
tics on. which they relied were compiled, 
economic recovery has been rapid. The rate 
of demobilization has exceeded expectations. 
Overseas military expenditure has declined 
equally rapidly. Postwar austerity has 
caused substantial reductions in imports 
from the United States. And exports are 
making an astonishing recovery. 

Reducing these generalizations to figures 
visible imports have been brought down t~ 
£90,000,000 a month. To these must be 
added invisible imports comprising the costs 
of military and other overseas services. 
Military expenditures overseas for 1946 are 
estimated . at £300,000,000, _declining from 
£35,000,000 a month in January 'to £15,000,-
000 a month in December. Other overseas 
expenditures will average £10,000,000 a 
month throughout the year. 

For January the imports, visible and in
visible, were, as far as can be estimated, as 
follows: , 
Goods ________________________ £90,000,000 

Cost of overseas military serv-ices ________________________ 35,000,000 

Cost of other overseas services__ 10, 000, 000 

Total ___________________ 135,000,000 

Exports for January were £57,000,000. 
This makes the adverse balance of trade 
£78,000,000 for the month. Overseas in
debtedness was increased by this amount. 

Continued austerity and the gradual re
duction of overseas ·military expenditure will 
reduce imports from £135,000,000 to £115,-
000,000 by the end of the year. What will 
be the value of exports to set against an 
import value of £115,000,000 in January 
1947? 

The only basis for an export estimate a 
year ahead is the rise in exports from £30,-
000,000 in November 1945 to £57,000,000 in 
January 1946. This remarkable increase, at 
a rate of almost £13 ,000,000 a month, was 
ac;hieved when most of the · export indus
tries were still in the stage of change-over, 
and were greatly hampered by shortages in 
manpower, raw materials, and shipping. 

A much more moderate increase of £5,-
000,000 per month will suffice to create an 
equilibrium balance of trade and to equate 
exports with imports at a level of £117,-
000,000 a month by January 1947. This task 
for the export industries should be easy. 
There is a free, overseas, ready-money, 
sterling purchasing power of £2,000,000,000 
available to buy British exports. For the 
export of American goods, dollar loans have 
to be made to create overseas dollar pur
chasing power. But overseas sterling pur
chasing power exists in abundance, far be· 
yond the full capacity of .British export in
dustries. For at least 3 years the only limit 
to British exports will be the capacity to 
produce them. 

As far as can be foreseen, the economic 
strain on Britain's international activities 
Will cease by January 1947. 



4238 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE APRIL 30 

While this analysis has no omcial 
status, it is based on omcial figures, and 
I think it clearly shows that the short
term British problem is not as severe as 
1s commonly supposed. With the entire 
world hungry for goods-any goods
quality and price are secondary consid
erations-the United Kingdom, or any 
country, is in a ·position to export all she 
can produce and spare. 

The short-term phase of international 
trade will come to an end when the cur
rent backlog of demand ·is dissipated. 
When supplies begin to catch up with ac
cumulated demands a new relationship 
will prevaiL As far as the British Em
pire is concerned, I believe it is inevitable 
that certain long-term trends will again 
begin to operate. 

It is no secret that the British Empire 
is no longer the mutually-profitable eco
nomic system it once was. From an 
economic standpoint, it has been slowly 
cracking and falling apart ever since 
World War I. Its original economic 
strength lay in the fact that the manu
facturing and trading activities of the 
mother country were nicely comple
mentary to the raw materials supplied by 
the far-flung components of the Empire. 
However, with the expansion of indus
trial techniques, the various depend
encies of the Empire have gradually as
sumed part of the role formerly played 
by the United Kingdom. They have un
dertaken to do manufacturing from their 
own raw materials. Insofar as over-all 
emciency is concerned it can be lower 
than that of the United Kingdom and 
still compete successfully-because it 
saves the transportation costs involved in 
the long hauls to and from the United 
Kingdom. 

Let me illustrate with specific facts. 
First, consider India. Prior to World 
War I India relied largely on Great 
Britain to supply its manufacturing 
wants. Twenty-five years later, Indian 
imports of Lancashire cotton goods, for 
example, dropped to less than one-tenth 
of the previous level. India developed its 
own industries, including a steel works, 
the largest single industrial enterprise, 
and by 1939 had 10,500 factories. Almost 
400 spinning and weaving establishments 
spun 1,250,000,000 pounds of cotton yarn 
ai).d 4,000,000,000 yards of woven goods, 
and the Tata Steel Works produced over 
1,000,000 tons of steel and almost 2,000,-
000 tons of pig iron and ferro-alloys. 

The net result of this industrial de
velopment was a lessening of economic 
ties between India and the Empire. Only 
about one-third of British Indian foreign 
trade was with the United Kingdom in 
1938, and Britain was buying more goods 
from India than she sold her. 

Australia has always maintained close 
trade relations with the United Kingdom. 
But here, too, the same trend is evident. 
Along with the sheep industry, which 
constitutes by far the most important 
part of the pastoral industries, Australia 
has been developing a woolen textile in
dustry that is competitive with United 
Kingdom exports. New South Wales 
and Victoria have developed not only 
woolen textiles industries but also com
petitive fron and steel products. It is 
true that these manufactures are pri-

marily for home consumption, but to the 
extent that they tend to replace woolen 
products and iron and steel products 
from the United Kingdom, they tend to 
break the economic ties with the home 
country. It is clearly evident that Aus
tralia's import needs are becoming more 
and more diversified, and old ties are 
weakening. 

Similarly, the foreign trade of New 
Zealand, South • Africa, and other em
pire countries has become more diversi
fied from nonempire countries. 

The striking proof of the decline of 
solidarity in economic matters within the 
Empire is evidenced, not only by some of 
the reactions of empire countries when 
the tariff preferences were established in 
the early 1930's but also by the recent 
frank statements from British leaders 
that Britain cannot avoid having some 
defections from their economic bloc. 

The Ottawa agreements in 1932 estab
lished a comprehensive interempire sys
tem of tariff preferences. It is note
worthy that India denounced this treaty 
in 1936 and 1937, although temporarily 
extending its provisions. Furthermore, 
some parts of the colonial Empire con
tinued the system of free trade, despite 
the opportunity to participate in the 
Empire system. 

An admission of probable economic de
fections in the case of a show-down on 
the dollar pool came from Lord Keynes 
in the House of Lords debate last Decem
ber. In one part of his remarks he said: 

It will be very satisfactory 1f we can main
tain the voluntary wartime system into 1947. 
But what hope is there of the countries con
cerned continuing such an arrangement 
much longer than that? Indeed, the danger 
is that those countries which have a dollar 
or gold surplus, such as India and South 
Africa, would prefer to make their own 
arrangements. 

That is an admission in the British 
Parliament that the dollar pool will dis
appear anyway, that Britain cannot hope 
to hold it together. Yet it is advanced 
as one of the arguments in support of 
the proposed $3,750,000,000 loan. 

With the words I have just quoted, 
Lord Keynes was speaking with specific 
reference to the dollar pool of the ster
ling bloc. However, the situation that · 
he observes is another evidence of the 
economic ties in the Empire that are 
being gradually broken. 

Even more noticeable insofar as India 
is concerned, are the probabilities that 
India will soon break some political ties 
and obtain a greater measure of self- · 
government. All factions in Parliament 
apparently have come around to the con
clusion that, in the words of Prime Min
ister Attlee, "the tide of nationalism is 
running very fast in India." Despite 
many Moslem and Hindu issues which 
present formidable problems, the new 
Cripps mission will undoubtedly give 
greater political autonomy to India. 

All of these facts clearly add up to 
substantiate the basic proposition, name
ly, that Britain's short-term problems 
have been overestimated and Britain's 
long-term problems have been under
estimated. In other words, with direct 
relation to this proposed loan, we are 
embarking on a program that overshoots 

all immediate needs and taereby en
meshes us in long-range problems that 
we cannot blithely assume without risk
ing not only this loan but also whatever 
loan follows this in pouring good money 
after bad. 

The third major point that deserves 
consideration in connection with this 
proposed loan is the financial status of 
the United States. What is our present 
status? What is our natural wealth in 
resources? What other loans are in 
prospect? What other contingencies 
must -we prepare for? 

Some people have the notion that our 
finances and resources are inexhaustible. 
Let no one delude himself that there is 
no breaking point in the amount of debt 
our Government and people can bear. 

Our gross public debt stands at about 
$280,000,000,000, or about $2,000 for 
every man, woman, and child in this 
country. Our war expenditures have 
been about $335,000,000,000. We went 
into the war with a per capita public 
debt only one-half of Great Britain; we 
have come out ·of the war with a per 
capita debt approximately the same. 

Lend-lease cost us $46,000,000,000, ac
cording to official report issued a few 
months ago. More recently, the De
partment of Commerce has estimated 
that reporting lags and other factors 
will make the likely wind-up figure of 
lend-lease $50,000,000,000 to $52,000 ,000,-
000. All ultimate recoveries, according to 
the Department of Commerce, will be less 
than $5,000,000,000. Reverse lend-lease, 
which is treated as a separate transac
tion, is expected to total about $7,000,-
000,000. 

Of. the $52,000,000,000, the British re
ceived in excess of $30,000,000,000. Rus
sia received $11,000,000,000. France re
ceived $1,500,000,000, and China and the 
American Republics, $630,000,000 and 
$420,000,000, respectively. 

With the $650,000,000 settlement ap
plied to a net British lend-lease account 
of $23,000,000,000 ($30,000,000,000 minus 
$7,000,000,000 reverse lend-lease) the 
United States is obtaining a settlement 
of about 2.8 cents· to the dollar from 
Great Britain. 

Mr. President, the natural resource 
base of any nation is the foundation
upon which its standard of living is de
termined. What about the base of our 
natural wealth and our natural re
sources? We have developed, Mr. Presi
dent, generation after generation, under 
the influence and the thinking of the 
generations that preceded, which ex
panded the frontier of America, and 
each generation began to live in the con
cept of the generation that preceded it. 
Therefore all too many ~eople in this 
country are laboring under the delusion 
that our resources are inexhaustible. I 
think in adding this $3,750,000,000 to 
our already staggering total debt of 
$280,000,000,000, we, as trustees for the 
people of this country and for the on
coming generations, should with care, 
examine the resource base of America to 

. ascertain whether we can take on not 
only this contemplated load, but the land 
of increased debt which will flow from 
making other loans of this type, for I 
say, Mr. President, if this measure is 
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passed, and the loan is made, and we 
_ ·underwrite British exports 60 percent in 

excess of the 1938-39 average, we will 
have to come forward in the long pull 
with more loans and more loans to main
tain the uneconomic situation. 

I wish every Senator before he votes 
for this loan would read the so-called 
Victory report made by the former Sec
retary of the Interior. The so-called 
Victory report of the former Secretary 
of the Interior, Mr. Harold L. !ekes, dis
closed the extent of our mineral deple
tion. According to this report "the 
[war] drain on our national natural 
assets has been staggering." The report 
states that only 9 of our major minerals 
remain in our known domestic reserves 
in great enough quantity of usable grade 
to last 100 years or more; that known 
usable reserves of 22 essential minerals 
have dwindled to a 35-year supply or 
less; that assured domestic deposits of 
petroleum will last only from 14 to 20 
y~ars at ·our present rate of use. Man
ganese, vanadium, and tungsten-three 
particularly strategic materials-are 
especially short, according to the report. 
We have left only a 2-year supply of 
usable manganese ore in our proved do- . 
mestic supply; a 7-year supply of vana
dium; and a 4-year supply of tungsten. 
Among the other 19 minerals in less than 
35-year supply· are, according to the re
port, petroleum, copper, lead, zinc, 
nickel, bauxite, chromite, and cadmium. 

The mineral resources that were dis
sipated during the war cannot be re
placed. This loss is one of the major 
material losses of the war. Experts 
point out that we have so weakened our 
mineral bases that, should another war 
come, we would be impotent without 
access to many minerals in other parts 
of the world. Even more important is 
the fact that we are forcing our peace
time economy to become dependent to a 
much greater extent on foreign supplies. 

One of the most constructive things 
that we can do about this unpleasant 
aftermath of war is to lay in adequate 
stock piles by imports of short materials. 
In so doing we not only strengthen our 
economic base but also ·give a firm basis 
for mutually profitable international 
trade. Such is a much preferable trade 
to that generated by foreign loans that 
are not repaid. 

What we have already paid for this 
war-the millions of casualties, the bil
lions of dollars, the depletion of our re
sources-is not the total bill to which 
we have become obligated. We know 
froi:n previous experience that some of 
the major costs of war are those that 
come long after the cessation of hos
tilities; the tremendous costs for the 
care, pensions, and benefits of veterans; 
the social and educational problems aris
ing out of the wartime distortions; the 
economic aftermaths of the false pros
perity of war; the incre9:sed costs of 
national defense. 

These are expensive undertakings for 
a postwar government budget. Look at 
the probable J947 budget-let alone look
ing down to that of the year 2001, the 
period for which this loan runs. The 
1947 budget will contain about $12,000,-
000,000 for national defense, $5,000,000,
·ooo for veterans' pensions and benefits, 

and $5,000,000,000 for interest alone on 
the public debt. 

In the decade prior to World War I, 
the annual Federal Budget averaged 
about $700,000,000-I stumbled over that 
figure; yes, I meant million-a year. Af
ter the war, the Budget never again 
dropped below $3,000,000,000. It rose 
during the depression of the 1930's to an 
average in excess . of $8,000,000,000. In 
other words, the effects of World War I 
more than quadrupled the Budget and 
the subsequent economic depression, re
lated in part to the war, more than 
doubled it again. A similar experience 
after World War II would saddle us with 
a Federal Budget of $60,000,0QO,OOO or 
more. And remember that our entire 
national income from all sources in the 
depths of the depression in 1932 was only 
~bout $40,000,000,000, or about two
thirds of tbat. Remember, too, that the 
peak annual expenditures in World War I 
were about $18,000,000,000. World War 
II disrupted the financial and economic 
system to the extent of more than $100,-
000,000,000 in the 1945 fiscal year. 

We must become reconciled to the fact 
that our future Federal Budget will con
tain vastly expanded am-ounts for hous
ing, health, social security, education, 
public works, and the like. The budget 
balancers and economy experts will argue 
otherwise, but they have blinded their 
eyes to the inevitable steps that our Gov
ernment must take. The underptivi
leged of this country are being besieged 
with an_ avalanche of foreign ideologies. 
Unless our democratic system of govern
ment takes a greater interest in the so
cial and economic problems of the under
privileged-unless the underprivileged 
receive bread instead of crumbs-we in 
this country will be faced with an up
surge of fascism and communism, or 
both, in our own back yard. The one 
big lesson to be learned from European 
experiences in the 'past decades is that 
the political cancer associated with pov
erty and neglect cannot be controlled 
once it has begun to make headway. 

These are the probable financial de
mands we face ·at home. These, as I 
see it, are our primary obligations. How 
many additional obligations can we load 
on our Government without reaching 
the breaking point? · If this $4,000,000,-
000-or, to be speci~c, $3,750,000,000-
were all-if it did the job-1 would be 
glad to support it. But, as I see it, this 
loan is only the first transfusion of a 
financial nature insofar as Britain's 
long-term problems are concerned. It 
is a major precedent for similar loans to 
other countries-despite all official as
sertions to the contrary. According to 
many reports, we have been approached 
for foreign loans which -total in the 
neighborhood of $25,000,000,000. Lord 
Keynes cited this figure in Parliament 
after he had been in close association 
with the negotiators of this loan. 

It is a naive conception that this loan 
will open up the world markets for great
ly expanded multilateral trade. I have 
already indicated my opinion that inso
far as Britain is concerned, it will have 
a very limited effect. The primary ef- -
feet, as I see it, is to give encouragement 
to all countries seeking loans that they 
can force us to buy off their intentions-

or, to put it more delicately, to enable 
them to cooperate with us in reducing 

- barriers to international trade. In other 
words, we are embarking on a program 
that would require us to lend billions 
upon billions to buy off each country in 
turn that has any inclinations toward 
imposing trade barriers. On top of all 
this, we run into the most formidable 
barrier of all in the state-controlled 
·foreign trade of Russia and certain other 
countries under her domination and 
leadership. There is no easy answer to 
the problems of world multilateral trade. 
Neither the British loan-nor many more 
like it-will buy it for us. 

As to the general proposition of world 
peace and world cooperation that is in

. volved in this loan and any others that 
follow it, I suggest that this is not a sure 
way to success. It would be a great ca
lamity to world peace if our country, as 
one of the major pillars in the United 
Nations, crumbled financially under the 
weight of excessive commitments. 
Those extremists who blindly support 
any project that is labeled "interna
tional" are doing this country and the 
cause they seek to serve a great dis
service. They are . building up a pres
sure of disillusion and reaction that will 
swing the pendulum of public opinion far 
back in the opposite direction from sure
footed and sane international coopera
tion; · and no man knows where it will 
stop. 

Any future stable international rela
tionships must be based on enlightened 
self-interest. We will not gain the re
spect nor cooperation of countries that 
are patronized or bought by our policies. 

This proposed financial agreement is 
a strange combination of international 
philanthropy and commercial lending. 
It has the bad features of both and the 
good features of neither. It is not a 
sound loan. It is not a gracious gift. 
It does not establish · a respectable 
debtor-creditor status. Nor does it give 
the plaudits, self-satisfaction, or intan
gible benefits to which a donor thinks he 
is entitled. 

The agreement is -a surprise-package 
of verbal ambiguities. It has two altef- · 
native sets of labels. The British Parlia
ment took it under the label of a gift. 
In the Congress it is being peddled under 
the label of a loan. When the package 
is opened and the peoples of both coun
tries discover that it is not what they 
supposed, there can be only one possible 
reaction: disappointment and resent
ment in both nations. 

Already parts of the British press are 
employing the words "Shylock" and 
"skinflint" in their references to our part 
in this agreement. Exactly this same 
attitude has prevailed with respect to 
lend-lease, despite our unbounded gen
erosity under this program. Lend-lease, 
too, was a mixture of lending and giving. 
It too was labeled to the American peo-
ple as a lending proposition. It turned 
out to be 90 percent giving and 10 per
cent lending. 

Obviously, there is nothing inherently 
wrong in giving. Every public-spirited 
person is in favor of giving to any worthy 
cause, national or international, as much 
as we can afford as individuals or as a 
Nation. But it is wholly-indefensible to 



4240 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE APRIL 30 

misrepresent these or any other meas
ures to the American people, the British 
people, or any other people on earth. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HATCH in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I . yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 

mean to suggest that it was a worthy 
·cause to defeat Hitler and the Germans? 
Is it the Senator's point that that was 
a worthy cause for which to give money? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not under
stand the Senator's question, if he has 
been following my remarks. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not under
stand the Senator's statement that we 
had given something through lend-lease 
for a worthy cause. Was that worthy 
cause the defeat of Hitler? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I simply wished 
to make it clear--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. - That it was a 
worthy cause? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That there is 
nothing wrong in giving, if we know what 
we are doing. But if the British people 
understand this to be more in the nature 
of a gift, and our people understand it 
to be more in the nature of a loan, then 
I am convinced that when they both come 
to understand what it really means, it 
can result only in misunderstanding and 
resentment in both countries. 

I then went on to say that when we 
started with lend-lease it was said that 
it was to be a lending proposition, but 
·that it turned out to be 90 percent giving 
and 10 percent lending. I do not think 
there is anything wrong with giving, but 
I believe that if we are to make a gift 
we should say so, and not dress it up in 
the form of a pretended loan. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
think that the defeat of Hitler was a 
worthy cause for which to give it? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Of course, it was 
worthy to do anything that was neces
sary to win the war, although I will say 
to the Senator that I think we made a 
tragic mistake in our lend-lease policy 
in not obtaining from the countries with 
which we were dealing through ·lend
lease commitments to the policy which 
we proposed to adopt in the postwar 
period. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What policy is 
that? I did not know that we had a 
policy. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I suppose the 
Senator has forgotten it; but we thought 
we had an Atlantic Charter. Of course, 
it later turned out to be a few scraps of 
paper. 

In my opinion, this financial agree
ment, taken in conjunction with the 
lend-lease settlement, including the very 
generous disposition of American prop
erty and facilities in the British Isles, is 
much more a gift than it is a loan. 

If it is necessary to give the United 
Kingdom additional assistance on top of 
all we have given, and I am not satisfied 
that it is, and certainly not in the 
amount proposed in the agreement, it 
should be done in an honest and 
straightforward manner, either as an 
out-and-out gift, or as a straight inter
national loan from the Export-Import 

Bank, the Reconstruction Finance Cor
poration, or other established Govern
ment lending agency. There can be no 
mutually satisfactory mixture of the two 
functions. 

Mr. President, I wish to say in con
clusion that I think that is the most se
rious aspect of this whole proposal for 
the future: The fact that it has been 
considered in Britain more as a gift than 
a loan, that in the United States it has 
been sold to the American people on the 
basis of a loan, and that when the two 
.nations and the people of the two na
tions come to understand that it is 
neither one nor the other, the only result 
can be in a worsening of the relation
ships between these two English-speak
ing countries which we should be most 
careful to cultivate and to safeguard. 
AMENDMENT OF STATUTORY PROVISION 

REGARDING SERVICES PERFORMED BY 
JUSTICES OF THE SUPREME COURT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, soon 
the President will be called upon to nom
inate a Chief Justice of the United States 
and an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court. 

It will be my purpose in due course to 
offer an amendment to title 28, section 
321 of the United States Code, but before 
doing so, I wish to discuss brie:fiy the 
reasons for my proposal. To that end 
let me point out that the law at present 
reads: 

The Supreme Court of the United States 
shall consist of a Chief Justice of the United 
States and eight Associate Justices, any six 
of whom shall constitute a quorum. 

There is no limitation upon the ac
tivities in which the Justices of the Su
preme Court may engage, other than 
that stated in section 373, which provides 
that it "shall not be lawful for any judge 
appointed under th.e authority of the 
United States to exercise the profession 
or employment of counsel or attorney, or 
to be engaged in the practice of law." 
This latter section, so far as I can find, 
has never been construed with reference 
to Justices of the United States Supreme 
Court. Whether or not acting as prose
cutor in a court in Germany can be said 
to constitute employment as a counsel 
or attorney within the meaning of this 
section, I do not undertake to say. Cer
tainly any Associate Justice of the Su
preme Court, so occupied, cannot be said 
"to be engaged in the practice of the 
law'' as the phrasing appears in the sec
tion noted. 

Speaking generally, it has been the 
ages-long understanding of both bench 
and bar that judges of any United States 
court, including Justices of the Supreme 
Court, shall not exercise the profession 
of, or be employed as counsel or attorney 
or be engaged in the practice of law lest, 
within the provision of the statute, he 
"shall be deemed guilty of a high mis
demeanor." If so guilty, any such judge 
or any such Justice would be liable to 
impeachment and, upon conviction, . to 
removal from office. 

The amendment I have in mind would 
not operate against any present Asso
ciate Justice of the Supreme Court. It is 
to be doubted that Congress could pass 
va~id legislation to impose additional con-

ditions upon such Justices beyond those 
which obtained as a matter of law at the 
time of their entrance upon their status. 
There is no reason, however, why Con
gress may not properly legislate quali
fications or conditions which will speak 
in the future. · It seeins singularly ap
propriate, therefore, that we take ac
count at this time of certain circum
stances and situations which should be 
guarded against in the future. Presently, 
the office of Chief Justice of the United 
States is vacant, due to the lamented 
passing of that great jurist, Harlan F. 
Stone. It may be noted that title 28, 
section 323, United St ates Code, provides 
that-

In case of a vacancy in the office of Chief 
Justice, br of his inabilit y to perform the 
duties and powers of his office, they shall 
devolve upon the Associate Justice who is first 
in precedence, until such disability is re
moved, or another Chief Justice is appointed 
and duly qualified. This provision shall 
apply to every Associate Justice who succeeds 
to the office of Chief Justice. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Certainly. 
Mr. TAFT. I think there is one more

or-less misapprehension among the peo
ple of the United States and even among 
the newspaper reporters in Washington, 
and that is that the customary thing in 
the case of the death of the Chief Justice 
is to fill the vacancy from the other mem
bers of the Court. I merely wish to call 
the attention of the Senator to the fact 
that for more than 100 years no Chief 
Justice was ever appointed from the Su
preme Court itself. It became an al
most unvarying precedent that the Chief 
J .ustice was appointed directly from out
side life. The only two Chief Justices 
who ever have been appointed from the 
Court were Chief Justice White and Chief 
Justice Stone, although I think it is pos
sible that in the early days-in 1789-
there was one Chief Justice who was ap
pointed from the Court, because at that 
time the judges were shifted around a 
great deal. 

But the precedent grew up and I think 
the people came to consider that, on the 
whole, it was an unwise thing to ap
point Chief Justices from the member
ship of the Court, because it might create 
in the minds of Judges on the Court am
bitions which possibly might influence 
their opinions in the cases which came 
before th11m. 

As a matter of fact, my father broke 
the precedent and appointed Chief Jus
tice White, a Democrat, to be Chief Jus
tice of the United States, from the Court. 
I know he did so with great regret, and 
I think he was very anxious that that 
action not establish a precedent. 

But gradually, apparently, our people 
came to assume that the Chief Justice 
should be appointed from the Court. 

There are a number of reasons, be
cause of personal feelings which may de
velop on the Court, why it seems to me 
to be, on the whole, an unwise policy in 
general to appoint the Chief Justice 
from the Court: I merely wished to call 
the Senator's attention and the atten ... 
tion of the Senate to the fact that ap
pointments of Chief Justices of the Su
preme Court throughout our history, 
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with only two exceptions, have been 
made from the bar outside of the Court 
itself. 

Mr. BRIDGES. And it might be a 
reason, too, that if the Associate Justices 
knew that there was to be a vacancy in 
the position of Chief Justice and if the 
administration which was to appoint the 
Chief Justice had very strong feelings 
and convictions regarding certain mat
ters coming before the Court, it would 
not be beyond the realm of possibility 
that the Associate Justices might cater 
somewhat to the administration which 
was to make the appointment-which 
would be a bad thing for the Court. 

Mr. President, it might seem to some of 
the Senators that after the word "inabil
ity" in the last-named section, we should 
insert the words "or unwillingness,'' to 
the end that any Associate Justice who is 
unwilling, for whatever reason, to per
form the duties and powers of his office 
shall be passecl over in establishing pre
cedence within the application of the 
statute. I do not, however, press this 
point, for it seems to me that we may 
safely leave it to the good taste and the 
good sense of Associate Justices of the 
Supreme Court to dispose of the ques
tion of the willingness of one of their 
number to perform his duties. The mat
ter of the correct interpretation of a 
Justice's "inability" to perform his duties 
seems to me to imply a physical or 
mental inability, although there is no 
machinery by which to test the occasion 
when that inability can be found to 
exist . I dare say that should an Asso
ciate Justice be possessed of an inability 
due to mental causes beyond his control, 
his colleagues on the bench would take 
note of that fact and would devise appro
priate means for dealing with the situa
tion. If the term "inability" can be said 
to apply to a Justice who absents him
self continuously and protractedly from 
attendance upon sessions of the Court, 
such inability due to his absence is prob
ably sufficiently treated in the existing 
law, in that such absentee will lose 
"precedence,'' as the term is used. 

Disqualification of a Justice from serv
ice upon a particular cause frequently 
arises by virtue of the fact that the Jus
tice disqualifying himself has previously 
had some connection with the cause at 
issue, or th~ parties thereto. The most 
unusual of such instances arose only a 
few years ago when the Court found it
self devoid of a quorum principally be
cause of the disqualification of so manY 
Justices who had been officers in the law 
depar tment of the United States over the 
period when the particular case· was 
under investigation or consideration by 
the Department of Justice. One after 
another of the Justices had been Solicitor 
General or Attorney General while the 
matter had been in their official charge. 

It seemed strange to many thoughtful 
citizens of our country that in the years 
between 1937 and 1944 the Chief Execu
tive should appoint to the Supreme 
Cour t , there to· construe cases arising 
under the laws adopted over that same 
period, law officers who had been the 
President's official legal advisers when 
the very laws had been proposed. Some 
of these Justices, former law advisers to 
the White House, had e·ven been in 

charge of the enforcement of the very 
laws which, after their appointment to 
the Supreme Court, they might be called 
upon to construe. There is a certain 
delicacy of concept which underlies the 
thinking of true believers in justice which 
would have precluded many of them 
from either making such appointments 
or accepting them when tendered, under 
the circumstances. 

This is not to say that a Justice should 
not disqualify himself in any cause of 
the merits of which he holds precon
ceived notions. All honor goes to such 
a Justice who so disqualifies himself.· 
Nor would we criticize any Justice who 
disqualifies himself where he knows he 
has an open mind on a particular ques
tion yet fears that the litigants and the 
public might think otherwise. Not only 
the substance but the form must be 
regarded in such instances. 

Happily, Congr~ss came to the aid of 
the Court in its dilemma in 1944 when it 
provided that in the case in question, so 
many Justices having been disqualified 
that no quorum remained, the particular 
case could receive final disposition at the 
hands of a circuit court of appeals after 
certification thereto by the Chief Justice. 
Litigants who were entitled to the deci
sion of the highest tribunal known to 
our form of government, found less, to 
be sure, but final repose is something, at 
least. Unless Congress had acted spe
cially, wandering in perpetuity in a sort 
of legal Stygian darkness would have 
been the bleak ~nd unfortunate lot of 
those litigants. I have not sought to 
explore fully the avenues suggested by 
my previous observations, rather I have 
noted them on the record as merely 
prefatory to the gravamen of my 
remarks. 

The Supreme Court of the United 
States has exclusive jurisdiction in many 
instances of prime importance, as in civil 
actions where one of our States is a party. 
It has exclusive jurisdiction of actions 
against ambassadors and public min
isters. It is the final arbiter in actions 
wherein the validity of a treaty or statute 
of the United States is involved when a 
lower . court-even though the highest 
court of a par.ticular State-decides 
against its validity. The constitutional
ity of our laws, our treaties, and their ap
plication must be its concern. The prop
erty of our citizens, their liberties, yes, 
their lives, are in its hands. The high 
stature of that final treasure-house of all 
our rights requires that the Court and its 
membership at all times shall remain un
impugned and unimpaired. Above all, 
decisions in such cases should be beyond 
any possible taint of partisanship, of 
politics, or of self-seeking popular ap
peal. 

Therefore, I deem it of urgent necessity 
that the Congress now prescribe that a 
person who assumes the duties and the 
function of a Justice of· the Supreme 
Court of the United States shall ever keep 
himself aloor' froni those fields of activity 
in which judgments are formed and ac
tions controlled by controversies and ad
vocacy. If a Justice of whatever rank 
wishes to engage in ·activities in which 
his dispassionate objectivity might suf
fer, let him first resign. There have been 
Justices who entered the market place of 

politics. There have been Justices who, 
it could be said, sought popularity in their 
advocacies. There have been Justices 
who propagandized through their utter
ances for particular national and inter
national causes. It has been said that 
one Associate Justice who, in the statu
tory order of precedence, is eligible to 
become acting Chief Justice, has assisted 
in spearheading the Nation .. wide drive of 
a so-called Political Action Committee. 

No existing statute in terms prescribes 
such conduct. Historically, it had ever 
been thought that a nice understanding 
of the amenities would prove to be suf
ficient deterrent to activities outside of 
the duties devolving upon the member
ship of the Court. Certain it is that the 
American people expect . a Justice of the 
Supreme Court will find himself suffi
ciently occupied in the performance of 
the duties of that great tribunal as to 
give it his undivided public, if not private, 
attention. It is said that there are now 
some 16 causes, involving questions of 
great magnitude to the litigants, in 
which decisive action by the Court has 
proved impossible due to the absence of a 
Justice "on important public business." 

I feel certain that action now is both 
timely and necessary. I knew the mind 
of our late Chief Justice Stone on these 
matters. Since he came from New 
Hampshire, I enjoyed his confidence and 
his thinking on this subject, and I now 
proceed that a situation which was the 
source of much concern to him may not 
again arise. 

With this explanation, Mr. President, I 
introduce a bill and ask that it be re
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary 
for its prompt consideration and early 
report, in order that the Congress may act 
upon it before a new Chief Justice shall 
be qualified and a new Associate Justice 
be appointed. 

There being no objection, the bill 
<S. 2135) imposing certain limitations on 
appointments to the Supreme Court, in
troduced by Mr. BRIDGES, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the joint resolution <S. J. Res. 138) to 
implement further the purposes of the 
Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au- ' 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to carry out an agreement with the 
United Kingdom, and for other purposes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to submit an 
amendment which is very brief, _ and 
which I shall briefly explain. At the end 
of the joint resolution I propose to 
amend by inserting the following new 
section: 

SEc. 3. No payment shall be made to the 
. United Kingdom under the agreement or 
under this joint resolution until after (1) the 
date of a proclamation by the President, or 
the date specified in a concurrent resolution 
by the two Houses of Congress, declaring that 
the general level cif production in the United 
States equals or exceeds domestic consump
tion, and (2) the current annual budget of 
the United States has reached the point where 

. the Federal receipts exceed expenditures; and 
such payments s~all be made only to the 
extent that total receipts subsequent to the 
date of enactment of this act up to the time 
when such payment is proposed to be made 
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exceed the total expenditures for the same 
period. 

Mr. President, there are several mat
ters which have caused me grave con
cern with respect to the pending legis
lation. HaVing served overseas for ap
proximately 18 months, I recognize the 
critical situation which faces Great 
Britain as well fi.S other countries in 
Europe. I also fully recognize the seri
ous situation whic:t. confronts our Nation 
and will continue to face the United 
States if we continue our policy of deficit 
financing and overdrawing our national 
bank account. I feel also, Mr. President, 
that a very serious situation of an in
flationary nature faces this country. · If 
the expenditure of this loan to Great 
Britain of $3,750,000,000 is confined to 
the United ~tates during the present 
period of a shortage of goods, the present 
inflationary situation may be made 
worse. For that reason, Mr. President, I 
have proposed the amendment which I 
have read. The amendment will not 
cause us to go back to the British Gov
ernment and renege on any agreement 
which we have already made. Unlike 
some of the other amendments which 
have been proposed, which would require 
negotiations to be reopened, my amend
ment would merely serve notice on the 
national administration, the executive 
branch of the Government, that it also 
has obligations invulving the domestic 
economy of this country. If it will 
forthwith proceed to establish a balanced 
budget and encourage domestic produc
tion so that' we may get our supplies up 
to the point of meeting demands, then 
the funds which are proposed will be 
available for the purposes of this loan. 
If, for example, during the coming fiscal 
year we are in position to balance our 
current budget and have a surplus of 
$3,750,000,00u, that maximum amount 
would be available to loan Grea1{ Britain 
under this agreement. If, . perchance, 
however, we are able to balance the 
budget and have a surplus of only 
$1,000,000,000, then only $1,000,000,000 
would become available for that purpose. 
I do not believe we can continue on a 
basis of not being concerned about deficit 
:financing. At a later date I shall have 
something to say in regard to that 
subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from California wil! be received, printed, 
and lie on the table. 
OPTOMETRY CORPS IN THE MEDICAL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
ARMY 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, there 
is on the calendar a bill which was ob
jected to a few days ago when it was 
called. It is Calendar No. 986, House 
bill 3755, to establish an Optometry 
Corps in the ·Medical Department of the 
United States Army. The bill was re
ported unanimously from the Committee 
on Military Affairs by the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. WILSON]. Its consideration 
was objected to on the call of the calen
dar by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER], who has no objection to the 
bill, and without interfering with the un
finished business, I ask unanimous con-

sent for the present consideration of the 
bill and for its passage. 

The. PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MURDOCK in the chair). The clerk will 
state the bill by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
3755) to establish an Optometry Corps 
in the Medical Department of the United · 
States Army. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection, 
btit does the able Senator from Kentucky 
desire to say a word in explanation. 

Mr. BARKL:ZV. There is a desire, 
rather widespread, that the profession 
of optometry be recognized, as many 
other branches of medicine are recog
nized in the Army, by the creation of an 
Optometry Corps. The House passed the 
bill in September, and it has been pend
ing before the Committee on Military Af
fairs, which, as I stated a while ago, re
ported it. unanimously. It seems that 
there is no reason for longer delaying 
or denying longer this recognition of the 
profession of optometry as part of the 
Medical Department of the Army of the 
United States. 

Mr. WHERRY. As I understand, the 
bill was reported unanimously from the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 
Mr. WHERRY. Is there an amend

ment to the bill? 
Mr. BARKLEY. There are textual 

amendments, which do not go to the sub
stance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Military Affairs with amendments. 

The :first amendment of the committee 
was in section 3, on page 2, line 19, after 
the words "graduate of", to strike out "an 
accredited" and to insert "a recognized"; 
on ·line 20, after the words "school or", 
to strike out "college" and the comma 
and insert ~college"; on line 21, after -the 
words "by the", to strike out "Council 
on Education and Professional Guid
ance of the American Optometric Asso
ciation", and insert "Surgeon General." 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The next amendment was in section 4, 

page 3, line 2, after the word "there
with", to insert "l;ly the Surgeon Gen
eral" and a period; and on line 2, after 
the words just inserted, to strike out 
"When assigned to optometrical duty, an 
officer of the Optometry Corps shall per
form optometrical work determined upon 
by the appropriate . medical officer, who 
shall be an ophthalmologist." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was in section 5, 

page 4, line 2, ·after the words "Medical 
Corps", to strike out "<who shall be an 
ophthalmologist)." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. 
If there be no further amendment to be 

offered, the question is on the engross-

ment of the amendments, and the third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

SURPLUS PROPERTY DISPOSAL 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I should 
like to take a few minutes of the Senate's 
time today on a matter of real impor
tance, namely, the disposal of surplus 
war property. Specifically, I should like 
to refer to remarks made before this body 
on April 12 · with respect to a certain 
transaction regarding the sale of 600 sur
plus Arr ... 1y trucks at Gimbel Bros. de
partment store in New York City. 

However, before I discuss the particu
lar matter of the sale of trucks through 
Gimbel Bros. department store, I should 
like to make a brief general statement 
regarding investigations of surplus prop
erty disposal. 

In essence, it was stated before this 
body on April 12 that graft, maladminis
tration, and circumvention of the law 
characterize present surplus-property
disposal. methods. Moreover, it was 
stated that the Senate has hesitated or 
si~€;-stepped investigations for fear of 
disclosing the truth. · 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I am glad to yield. 
Mr~ WHERRY. Was the statement to 

which the Senator referred made by a 
Senator on the floor on April 12? 

Mr. MEAD. Yes; a p.umber of Sena
tors discussed the Gimbel Bros. store sale, 
and I wish to put into the RECORD the 
report the investigators of our committee 
furnished me, so as to have that infor
mation also in the RECORD. 

Mr. WHERRY. Comments were made 
by several Senators in the colloquy that 
occurred on the afternoon of April12? 

Mr. MEAD. Yes; at a time when our 
committee was investigating the same 
subject. 

Mr. WHERRY. As I recall, the distin
guished Senator from New York made 
some remarks that afternoon. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MEAD. No. About that time our 
committee made a report on surplus 
property, but it was a report made by 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. TuN
NELL] and the Senator from California 
[Mr. KNowLANDJ. I doubt very much 
whether that was the same day. 

Mr. WHERRY. I remember some.
thing about the Gimbel department 
store transaction, and if I remember 
correctly, it was brought to the attention 
of the Senate by the distinguished Sen
ator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER]. 

Mr. MEAD. The Senator is correct, 
and also by the junior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRSE]. and I think anum
ber of other Senators entered into the 
debate. 

Mr. WHERRY. This is a defense, is it? 
Mr .. MEAD. No; this.is a statement of 

the facts presented to our committee by 
the investigators for the committee, who 
at that time were making an investiga
tion of this matter. It is not a defense 
of the handling of surplus property, nor 
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is it an attack upon anyone who made 
an attack upon · the handling of surplus 
property. We are merely trying to be 
helpful, and stating for the record the 
information disclosed by our investiga
tion. 

Mr. WHERRY. ' I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MEAD. Let me make it clear that 

I am not standing here today as an apolo
gist for those charged with the high duty 
of administering the surplus property 
law, nor do I int end to minimize in any 
way the abuses, the mismanagement, and 
the improper practices which unques
t ionably exist with respect to surplus
property disposal. I for one feel rather 
encouraged that so many Members of 
the Senate are so much interested in the 
problem, as was evidenced on the day 
when the several Senators discussed this 
particular case. I think it was a very 
wholesome and a very exemplary specta
cle, and I hope the interest will continue. 

I wish to emphasize, Mr. President, 
that no matter is receiving more careful 
and more thorough attention by the 
special committee investigating the na
tional defense program, of which I have 
the honor to be the chairman, than this 
all-important subject of the disposal of 
surplus property. Tomorrow morning 
we will have a hearing on the subject. 
We have hearings on it almost weekly. 
We sent a committee to the foreign thea
ters, as well as to many depots in the 
United States, inquiring into and investi
gating this subject. 

It will be recalled that on March 22, 
1946, a most searching, thorough, and 
painstakingly prepared report was sub
mitted to the Senate by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
TuNNELL] on the matter of surplus prop
erty disposal abroad. This report enr
bodied the findings of the Subcommittee 
of the National Defense Committee, com
posed of the Senator from Delaware and 
the able junior Senator from California . 
[Mr. KNowLAND], I respectfully urge that 
those who have not read the subcommit
tee report do so in order that theY may 
be aware of the great amount of intelli
gent effort and hardheaded thinking 
which went into its preparation. Fur-. 
thermore, the contents of the report 
should make it apparent to anyone that 
the committee was· severely critical of 
nearly every phase of surplus property 
disposal abroad, and made most specific 
1·ecommendations for corrective action. 

Our committee members advised the 
Senate at the time of the report's sub
mission that the problems concerning 
domestic surplus property disposal were 
likewise being carefully examined. I .can 
assur-e you that this is being done. I can 
assure you also that any misgivings on 
the part of my colleagues regarding the 
completeness and unprejudiced nature of 
this investigation are completely unjusti
fied. Our committee, as the Senate well 
knows, has . always made full disclosures 
of the facts. It has always believed that 
the American people are entitled to the 
whole truth. It has always taken the po
sition that the chips must fall where they 
may. The committee has always in
sisted, however, that all the facts be de
veloped and appraised before criticisms 
are leveled or correctives recommended. 

Let us remember that the problems in
volved in surplus property disposal are 
most complex and complicated. Vast 
sums of money are represented in the 
thousands of different types of surplus 
items. Confused thinkihg and muddled 
though honest differences of opinion 
exist as to the best ways of adjusting in
equities, cutting red tape, and unraveling 
the fouled up lines of authority. It is 
perfectly obvious that an investigation 
is necessary. One is being conducted. 
However, our committee is refraining 
from finding fault until it has found the 
facts. 

And now, . Mr. President, in line with 
what I have just said, I should like to 
ask the indulgence of the Senate for a 
few more minutes so that I may set the 
record straight with respect to the sale 
of trucks through Gimbel Bros. depart
ment store in New York. 

Mr. President, I am not defending 
Gimbel Bros. or anyone who has had any
thing to do with this sale. I am merely 
stating the facts for the RECORD. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. Presid(mt, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. Before the Senator 

begins his discussion of that matter I 
should like to ask him a question. Has 
the Senator's committee made an inves
tigation or has the committee acquired 
any information relative to the sale of 
property under the provisions of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act? Has the 
committee made any study at all of the 
declassification and the classification of 
the component parts of, let us say, radar 
equipment, which is now being sold under 
the Surplus Property Disposal Act? 

Mr. MEAD. No. 
Mr. WHERRY. The Senator does not 

have any idea then of what is being sold 
to other countries? · 

Mr. MEAD. No. The Senator from 
Nebraska knows there are so. many phases 
connected withthis matter, and so many 
various questions associated with the dis
posal of property, that it is difficult for 
our committee to cover more than a few 
of them. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to sug
gest to the distinguished Senator that 
Senate bill 1953, to amend the Trading 
With the.Enemy Act, is in committee and 
under consideration there, and evidence 
is being taken upon it. We all desire, 
of course, to have. surplus property sold, 
and as quickly as possible, to get it into 
the hands of those who need it, but I wish 
to suggest to the Senator, whose commit
tee has done such magnificent work, that 
his committee make an investigation of 
this subject. I now make the request, if 
the Senator's committee has not already 
received such a request, that a study be 
made of what we .call the declassification 
of component parts which, if thrown to
gether, might become classified parts 
which it would be very dangerous to dis
pose of, in connection with defense of 
the country. I respectfully submit to 
the distinguished chairman of the Mead 
Committee that his committee make an 
investigation of the subject, so that in a 
reasonable time the Senate may receive 
information on the subject. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I will take 
that matter up with the full committee 
at its next sitting, and discuss it com
pletely and thoroughly with the members 
of the committee. 

Mr. President, as I stated a moment 
ago, I am always happy to learn of the 
intense interest in the Senate in the mat
ter of the disposal of surplus property. I 
was pleased the other day when so many 
Senators evinced their interest, and I was 
very happy that it was possible for us to 
obtain the facts in connection with the 
sale which was discussed on the floor of 
the Senate, and to report on it at this 
time. I say, without in any way being 
critical of my colleagues or critical of 
those who had to do with this particular 
surplus property matter, that I merely 
state the facts for th.e RECORD. I say 
again that we are delving into this sub
ject constantly and daily. Tomorrow, for 
instance, Mr. John Snyder will come 
befor-e our committee. The committee 
will meet in open session in the caucus 
room of the Senate Office Building. 

Mr. President, I notice from the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD of April 12 that 
charges were made to the effect that the 
transaction involving the sale of trucks 
by Gimbel Bros. was shady, that the law 
was flouted, that veterans were denied 
their rights, that dark, mysterious forces 
of evil were at work. I do not need to 
elaborate on these statements. I shall 
merely trY. to give the facts as I under
stand them. And, in this connection, I 
wish to point out that the special com
mittee investigating war activities, of 
which I happen to be the chairman, has 
looked into this matter most carefully 
and has checked all the various com
plaints and allegations which have been 
made, and if we receive any other-sug
gestions or leads we will continue the 
investigation to its ultimate end. 

The history of the sale of the ·trucks 
dates back to the latter part of 1945. At 
that time 728 2%-ton trucks, manufac
tured by Studebaker under procurement 
for the Army for military lend-lease to . 
Russia, were declared surplus by the 
Army to the Cincinnati regional office 
of the War Assets Administration. The 
trucks were disassembled and crated for 
overseas shipment, having chassis and 
cabs, but no bodies. That point, Mr. 
President, must be remembered, because 
it makes quite a difference. No one man 
could assemble these trucks and do it 
profitably. An assembly line is neces
sary in order that the work may be done · 
practically and profitably. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator restate what he just said? 
I did not quite catch the statement re
specting 728 trucks-! believe he said
which were declared surplus by the 
Army, which had been provided as lend
lease to Russia. 

Mr. MEAD. The history ·of the sale 
of the trucks dates back to the latter 
part of 1945. At that time 728 2%-ton 
trucks--

Mr. WHERRY. Seven hundred and 
twenty-eight? 

Mr. MEAD. Yes. At that time 728 
2%-ton trucks, manufactured by Stude
baker under procurement for the Army , 
:for military lend-lease to Russia, were 
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declared surplus by the Army to the Cin
cinnati regional office of the War Assets 
Administration. The condition of the 
trucks must be borne in mind. The 
trucks had not been assembled and were 
crated for overseas shipment, having 
chassis and cabs, but no bodies. After 
being declared surplus, the trucks were 
offered for sale by the Cincinnati Re
gional Office of the War Assets Adminis
tration. Around the first of the year, 1946, 
approximately 4,900 copies of sales cata
logs announcing the sale were sent to 
all priority and preference groups in
cluding all veterans in West Virginia, 
Ohio, Indiana, and Kentucky who had ex
pressed an interest in such trucks. All 
truck dealers in the region who had asked 
to be notified were also advised of the 
sal~. Moreover, regional offices of the 
War Assets Administration and all State 
highway departments in the United 
States were similarly advised of the sale. 
The record of these catalogs and · 
notices was shown to our committee in
vestigators. However, no newspaper ad
vertisements appeared. That is one 
thing that was not done in connecti9n 
With this sale. 

From January 21 to February 1, 1946, 
the 728 trucks were offered for sale at a 
fixed OPA price of $1,954 each to the 
various claimant groups. Federal agen
cies were invited to buy on January 21 
but they bought none. States and cities 
could buy on January 22 and 23, and the 
State of Minnesota bought 2. From 
January 24 through February 1, inclu
sive, veterans were able to buy and they 
bought 40. The remaining trucks were 
offered for sale to dealers from February 
4 through February 20 at the same fixed 
price of $1,954, this being the wholesale 
price established under OPA regula~ions. 

However, let me add at this point that 
during this period between February 4 
and February 20 the veterans could still 
buy the trucks on the same basis as the 
dealers, even though the veterans' pref
erence period expired on Fel:>ruary 1. In 
any ·event, 86 trucks were bought by 
dealers by February 19, leaving a total 
of 600 trucks remaining· ur..sold, which 
were still available to any qualified 
buyer. 

Continuing, Mr. President, on Febru
ary 20 the remaining 600 trucks were 
sold to 8 dealers who placed orders. 
These were allocated so that 4 dealers 
got 76 trucks each, and the other 4 
got 74 trucks each. 

In passing, Mr. P1esident, let me point 
out that the task of assembling these 
trucks and putting them in running or
der is beyond the capacity of any indi
vidual garage or service station. More
over, it cannot be done on an economical 
basis unless a large number of trucks are 
handled at the same time. That was the 
information which was given to us. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
KNowLAND in the chair). Does the Sen
ator from New York yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. Where did the Senator 

get that information? I happen to have 
been in the car business myself. The 

Senator is giving the factual report of an 
investigator. · 

Mr. MEAD. That is correct. 
Mr. WHERRY. Who. told him that? 
Mr. MEAD. Committee investigators 

have been to places where crated trucks 
are located and the places where they are 
assembled. Considering the price at 
which the crated truck is sold, the cost of 
assembling it as an individual job rather 
than as an assembly-line job would make 
the ultimate price substantially higher 
than if the assembling were done on an 
assembly-line basis. Our investigators 
were further informed that the average 
man would not have the tools or the 
equipment to make the assembly required 
in this particular instance. 

Mr. WHERRY. Did the committee in
vestigator do that? 

Mr. MEAD. Our committee investi-' 
gators have witnessed the assembly of 
trucks of this character. Members of our 
committee have witnessed the assembly 

. of such trucks. 
Mr. WHERRY. Of the 600 at the par

ticular factory? 
Mr. MEAD. I would not say that we 

witnessed these 600 trucks. We have wit
nessed similar trucks. There is a dis
tinct difference between a military truck 
and a commercial truck. Sometimes 
military trucks are more heavily geared 
and powered, and perhaps even armored. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am not disputing 
that. I understood that this was a fac
tual report of the committee's own in
vestigator. What I would like to know 
is, Did the committee's own investigator 
investigate the situation at Indianapolis? 

Mr. MEAD. Our investigator investi
gated the entire record of the sale of the 
trucks located at Indianapolis. 

Mr. WHERRY. Of what? 
Mr. MEAD. Covering every detail, ex

cept-where an identical detail was cov
ered by a previous investigation. 

Mr. WHERRY. Then he took the in
formation from someone else who ob
tained it in connection with some other 
transaction. 

Mr. MEAD. We have witnessed the 
assembly of similar trucks. The infor
mation which came to us was that it 
would require special tools and a special · 
assembly line. It is actually a factory 
job. One could not take a military truck 
in this condition to the average garage 
and have it assembled. That is the point 
which I wish to make plain. However, 
the facts which we state as facts are the 
dates, the information with respect to 
advertising, and the prices and costs 
which were turned over to us, and 
which I shall be very glad to have my 
distinguished colleague from Nebraska 
examine. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am not questioning 
the statement of the Senator at all; but 
I understood that this was a factual 
report. The part of the report which the 
Senator is now giving was not a part of 
the investigation of the committee inves
tigators. The Senator is merely stating 
facts which were gathered in similar 
circumstances. 

Mr. MEAD. Yes; and facts which ex
perience leads us to believe are in keep
ing with the proper assembly of trucks 
of this nature. 

There were eight dealers in all. The 
trucks were so allocated that 4 dealers 
got 76 trucks each and the other 4 
got 74 trucks each. The dealers then 
sold them to Arthur Price Associates, 
Empire State l3uilding, New York City. 
The trucks were bought by the New York 
concern at the OPA selling price level of 
$2,053.16. Then, together with various 
allowances, including mark-up, handling, 
transportation, and assembling charges, 
the total amounted to $3,039.08, which is 
the consumer ceiling price for New York. 

Arthur Price Associates negotiated 
with Gimbel Bros. Department Store, a 
large and reputable retail outlet, to ad
vertise and sell the trucks for the account 
of Arthur Price Associates. 

I have no knowledge of Arthur Price 
Associates, nor am I making any defense 
of Arthur Price Associates, Gimbel 
Bros., or anyone else. I am merely 
stating what our investigators disclosed. 
If anyone desires any further informa
tion on this particular question, we shall 
be glad to obtain further detail on that 
phase of the matter. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield. 
Mr. McMAHON. Does the Senator 

know how long Arthur Price Associates 
have been in that business? 

Mr. MEAD. No; I know nothing what
soever about them. 

Mr. McMAHON. Is it not true that 
the New York Surplus Property Office 
is in the Empire State Building? 

Mr. MEAD. I do not know that, either. 
Mr. McMAHON. Of course, that is a 

very large building, 86 stories high. The 
mere fact that Arthur Price Associates 
had an office there does not indicate any 
complicity with the New York Surplus 
Property Office, and I am not trying to 
infer such complicity. However, it seems 
to me that Arthur Price Associates might 
well be investigated, to find out how they 
were able to get eight independent deal
ers together. It seems to me to be a very 
convenient situation. I think we should 
have more light on the question. 

Mr. MEAD. We have a statement 
from Arthur Price Associates, which I 
shall be very glad to place in the RECORD. 
However, we know nothing about the 
concern. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. Should we not know 

something about them? 
Mr. MEAD. I personally know noth

ing about them. We know of their ac
tivities in connection with this sale. 

Mr. WHERRY. In the colloquy in 
which I engaged on April 12 the point 
was made that the unusual thing was 
that a number of dealers each got 74 or 
76 trucks. I should like to ask how long 
the dealers owned the trucks. Does the 
REcORD show that? Did they buy them 
one day and sell them to ·Arthur Price 

· Associates the next day? 
Mr. MEAD. They sold them shortly 

after they purchased them. 
Mr. WHERRY. Did Arthur Price As

sociates use those dealers, merely because 
they had priorities, to buy the trucks for 
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Gimbel Bros.? Is there anything in 
the report on that subject? . 

Mr. MEAD. No; and that does not 
seem to be the case. The trucks had been 
offered to the priority claimants. It was · 
then a matter of getting rid of them. · 
After the priority claimants had their 
opportunity anyone and everyone was 
then eligible to buy. 

Mr. WHERRY. The dealers had the 
right to buy because they had priorities. 
But what I wish to know is why those 
dealers each received an equal number of 
trucks, and immediately afterward Ar
thur Price Associates had them. If there 
was any collusion I should like to know 
if the committee found out about it. I 
believe that the question raised by the 
distinguished Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. McMAHON] ·is very pertinent. It 
seems to me that someone had knowl
edge as to where the trucks could be 
bought. Someone got together the deal
ers who had priority rights to buy the 
600 .trucks. · 

Mr. MEAD. They had no priority 
rights. . 

Mr. WHERRY. How did they get 
them? 

Mr. MEAD. Anybody could buy them. 
Mr. WHERRY. The dealers must have 

had priority rights to buy those trucks. 
Mr. MEAD. No. 
Mr. WHERRY. If they did not, why 

did those eight men buy them and deliver 
them to Arthur Price Associates? If 
they did not have priorities to buy them, 
how did they get them? 

Mr. MEAD. They were in the.business 
of buying and selling trucks. 

Mr. WHERRY. In the business of Ar
thur Price Associates? 

Mr. MEAD. No. 
Mr. WHERRY. How did Arthur Price 

Associates get them? 
Mr. MEAD. Arthur Price Associates 

are in the business of selling them. It 
would be more profitable, and probably 
the sale would be more quickly accom
plished, if 4, 8, or 10 men living in dif
ferent sections of the country bought 
them and put them up for sale . where 
they could be bought by one man. At 
that time anyone was eligible to buy the 
trucks. If they were resold by one man, 
the advertising could be in one man's 
control, and probably the sale could be 
made more expeditiously. 

We know nothing about any arrange
ments between Arthur Price Associates 
and the six or eight buyers. We would 
have gone into that question more deeply 
if the buyers had been shown to have 
preferences; but there were no prefer
ences. 

Mr. WHERRY. I think that is a point 
which ought to be further investigated. 
The Senator asked for suggestions. I 
make the suggestion that Arthur Price 
Associates need investigation. 

Mr. MEAD. The Senator's suggestion 
is that Arthur Price Associates be in
vestigated because of what? Becaus~ of 
some preference they enjoyed? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, from 
what was said about this matter on the 
floor of the Senate on April 12-and a 
statement was made at that time by the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER], who, as long as he is in the 
Chamber at this time, will be able to re~ 

peat it now-it seems to me that it must · 
be Arthur Price Associates who need in
vestigating. 

Mr. LANGER . . More than that, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, let me say that it is 
probably the associates who need inves
tigation. 

Mr. WHERRY. Very well; the asso
ciates of Arthur Price. 

Mr. MEAD. We shall be very glad to 
investigate the associates of Arthur Price, 
if that is the desire of my coll~agues.1 

Mr. WHERRY. It is. 
Mr. MEAD. Because on the surface 

there does not seem to be anything wrong · 
with the accumulation of the 'trucks by 
the dealers who bought them. The price 
was right, the priority holders were given 
their opportunity, and then the trucks 
were sold at the OPA price. If we found 
that someone was buying them beyond 
his preference or priority :fight, or if we 
found that someone was selling them for 
more than the OPA price, that would be 
different. Our principal trouble is that 
in surplus-property sales, the surplus 
property usually sells for little or noth
ing; but in this case the full OP A price 
was obtained. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. As the Senator well 

knows, for more tha~ 2 years, the dis
tinguished junior Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. WHERRY] and I, time and time 
and time again upon the floor of the Sen
ate, have read letters showing that farm- . 
ers could not obtain a single truck. We 
have received countless letters from vet
erans who have made applications to 
purchase trucks. Those letters have 
come in, not merely during 1 month or 
during 1 year, but for 2 years, and those 
letters are in the RECORD. 

Now, Mr. President, we find one out
fit, Arthur Price Associates, getting, not 
1 truck, but 600 trucks. We are not only 
interested in investigating Mr. Arthur 
Price and his associates, but we want to 
know why the law was violated. 

I call the attention of the distinguished 
junior Senator from New York to sec
tion 17 of the War Surplus Property Act. 
I shall read it to him; I do not know 
whether he is familiar with it. Let me 
ask whether he is. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, it will be 
perfectly all right for the Senator to 
read it without any side remarks, because 
perhaps I am familiar with it. 

Mr. LANGER. This was very carefully 
gone into by Senator Chandler, of Ken
tucky, when he was a Member of the . 
Senate. It is that old, for Senator 
Chandler has been out of the Senate for 
a year. It was also carefully gone into 
at that time by the Senator from Colo
·rado [Mr. JoHNSON]. They were on the 
conference committee. The amendment 
which I offered at that time-section 
17-was· adopted unanimously by the 
Senate. It reads as follows: 

The Board shall devise ways and means, 
and prescribe regulations in cooperation with 
the War Food Administrator, providing for 
the sale of surplus property in such quanti• 
~les ~n rural localities-

Not in New York City, Mr. President, 
but in rural localities. That is the law, 
you see-
and in such manner as will assure farmers 
and farmers' cooperative associations equal 
opportunity with others to purchase surplus 
property. 

I ask the distinguished Senator to 
name me one farmers' cooperative to 
whom these 600 trucks were offered. 
Was it the Grange? Was it the Farmers 
Union? Was it the Farm Bureau? Did 
those in charge of the disposal of the 
trucks go to the Farm Bureau of New 
York State or the Farm Bureau of Ne
braska or the Farm Bureau of Ohio or 
the Farm Bureau of North Dakota and 
say, "We have here 600 trucks which the 
farmers have been begging for and beg
ging for and begging for"? , 

Mr. President, there is not one word of 
evidence of that, and I am satisfied that 
that was not done by the War Assets 
Administration. That is what we object 
to. Neither the War Assets Administra
tion nor any of its four predecessors have 
taken such steps. Let me say that in 15 
months there have been four different 
outfits handling war surplus property. 
It is impossible for one of us to put his 
finger on a single one of them when we · 
go over there and try to find out who is 
to blame and why the farmers in Minne
sota, North Dakota, South Dakota, and 
other States did not get the trucks . . 
Many of those farmers could not haul . 
their wheat to market last year, and 
much of it rotted on the ground. They 
could not get the trucks or the tires they 
needed. 

We want to know how many of these 
outfits, other than Mr. Symington, who is 
the only man who has tried to carry out 
the provisions 'of the law, have ignored 
this section and why the 600 trucks, 
which should have gone to the farmers' 
cooperative· associations or to groups of 
farmers or to individual farmers, did not 
reach them. That is the investigation we 
want. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, in order to 
keep the record straight, I should like to 
know whether the Senator contends that 
the farmers or the farmers' cooperatives 
have a priority similar to the priority 
granted to veterans. Is that the Sena
tor's contention? 

Mr. LANGER. The contention simply 
is that farmers have a greater right to 
get these trucks than does a ladies' cloth
ing store in the city of New York. 

Mr. MEAD. Is that a fixed preference 
provided by law? 

Mr. LANGER. Yes. 
Mr. MEAD. If the farmers have a 

fixed preference under the law and if 
the War Assets Administration violated 
that preference, then it will be Up to us 
to bring it to task. 

Mr. LANGER. What would the Sen
ator think of this language: 

The Board shall devise ways and means 
and prescribe regulations-

That was put into the original law. 
Mr. MEAD. For what purpose? 
Mr. LANGER. I read further: 

in cooperation with the War Food Admin
istrator providing for the sale of surpl~s 
property in such quantiti<es in rural locall
:ttes, 
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Just this week a veteran telephoned 
me from North Dakota. He wanted to 
buy a Diesel D tractor. Does the Senator 
from New York know where he had to go 
to get one? He had to go from North 
Dakota to St. Louis, Mo. I made three 
telephone calls to the War Assets Ad
ministration at Chicago, and I paid for 
them myself; and I made two more tele
phone calls to Ed Sweeney, at the Jef
'ferson Hotel in St. Louis; and then I 
made one telephone call to Granite City, 
which is somewhere in Illinois. They 
wanted that veteran to get on a train or 
an airplane in North Dakota and go all 
the way to St. Louis, Mo., where they 
had 23 tractors-with hundreds of bid
ders and hundreds of veterans ready to 
buy them. How could a veteran from 
North Dakota go all the way down there 
and spend all the money required for 
transportation, when as a matter of fact 
the law provides that they shall put some 
of the farm machinery in North Dakota, 
and some of it in Minnesota, and some 
of it in South Dakota, and some of it in 
Nebraska, and some of it in other States, 
where our veterans will not have to go 
800, or 900, or 1,000 miles in order to look 
at it. That is the purpose of the amend
ment which I have read. 

Yet we picked up the newspaper and 
read the advertisement which I have had 
placed in the RECORD-a full-page ad
vertisement which appeared in the New 
York Times-stating that 600 trucks 
were for sale at Gimbel's store in New 
York City. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, is it the 
contention of the Senator from North 
Dakota that the farmers could have pur
chased those trucks under the priorities 
which were granted by the War Assets 
Administration, and then could have as
sembled them for practical use in their 
farming areas? If the farmers could 
have purchased those trucks and were 
denied the right to purchase them, and 
if the farmers could have assembled the 
trucks and could have put them to good 
use, that is something .into which we 
should look, because no one favors more 
than I do getting the trucks out to the 
lumber camps and to the food-producing 
areas and the coal-mining areas, to be 
used to produce the critically needed 
supplies. 

But if there is a list of 20 priority 
claimants and if, according to the rec
ord, the agency followed that list, then 
it is necessary that something else be 
shown, in order to justify examining 
them and investigating them. 

I may say to the distinguished Sena
tor that I have before me the list of 
priorities claimants, according to the 
record and the law, under which the 
trucks were offered for sale. Then. after 
they were offered for sale and no one ex
pressed an interest in them, they were 
sold to the ·general public. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, allow 
me to answer the able Senator with a 
question which I wish to propound to 
him. If the Senator had been the head 
of the War Assets Administration, and 
had before him section 17 and wanted to 
give the farmers of the United States 
a square deal, and he observed the fact 
that Montana, North Dakota and South 
Dakota farmers have received practically 

none of this machinery because of the 
location of war camps at points farther 
south, would he not obey the law and 
devise ways and means for selling the 
surplus materials in the way which the 
law requires that they shall be sold? 

Mr. MEAD. If there was an oppor
tunity in the language of the law to do 
so, I would devise regulations which 
would give to the farmers and to men 
in the lumber camps an early and pref
erential opportunity to buy trucks if they 
needed them. 

Mr. LANGER. That is the answer 
which I expected the able and distin
guished Senator to give. I wish that the 
Senator's committee would investigate 
why those things have not been done. 
Why cannot a veteran buy a truck in 
North Dakota instead of being required 
to go all over the country to find one? 

Mr. MEAD. I will say to my distin
guished colleague from North Dakota 
that I am very happy over the aroused 
sentiment in the Senate in regard to 
this matter. I will invite him and other 
Senators to come before the committee 
so that we can go into this matter to the 
end that no veteran, farm cooperative, 
or lumber producer shall be denied the 
opportunity to buy surplus property. 

Mr. LANGER. Further, will the Sen
ator have General Gregory present when 
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. WHERRY] and I are present? 

Mr. MEAD. Yes. 
Mr. LANGER. · As I have said before, 

four or five different outfits have handled 
this matter. I should like to be advised 
as to what ways and means have been 
resorted to in distributing surplus war 
property in the northwestern section of 
the United States. I should like to know 
what has been done by the authorities in 
charge of this matter in carrying out the 
provisions of section 17 of the law. 

Mr. MEAD. 1 shall be very glad, in 
concert with my able colleague and all 
other Members of the Senate, to arrange 
for a public hearing at which time we will 
have present the officials of the War 
Assets Administration, and the repre
sentatives of any other governmental 
agency involved in the matter including 
Mr. Snyder, in order that they may hear 
these complaints which I agree are, in 
most part, justified. I do not deny them. 
I said at the beginning of my remarks 
that I felt rather reassured at the ex
pression of the interest on the part of my 
colleagues in connection with the sub
ject of the disposal of surplus property. 
I only want them to know that we have 
made an investigation. I have before 
me a copy of a conversation which took 
place between one of the attorneys of 
our committee and men representing 

·Arthur Price Associates. The investi
gation has not been concluded. We are 
actually now involved in the investiga
tion, and when it is concluded I shall be 
very glad to give the results of the inves
tigation to the Senate. 

I wish to say, however, that insofar 
as Giml;lel's are concerned, it is my opin
ion that they were merely the last me
dium in the process of selling these trucks 
for Arthur Price Associates, who had pre
viously bought them from truck dealers 
who, in the :first instance, had purchased 
them from the War Assets Administra-

tion. So, Mr. President, we hope to have 
a report on Arthur Price Associates, and 
we will submit it to the Senator. I be
lieve that before we have completed our 
work in this connection we will have a 
report on the question of why preferen
tial status is not granted to farmers in 
accordance with section 17 which the 
Senator has read. 

Mr. LANGER. May we have 2 or 3 
days' notice so that we can have present, 
for example, the head of the Farmers 
Union? · 

Mr. MEAD. We will arrange a hear
ing and give a week's notice to Members 
of the Senate so that all those who are 
interested may be present before the 
committee. 

Mr. LANGER. I should like also to 
have present the men who have charge 
of the farm agricultural program. 

Mr. MEAD. Does the Senator refer to 
the agricultural adjustment program? 

Mr. LANGER. Yes. 
Mr. MEAD. I shall be very glad to see 

that they are present. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President·, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MEAD. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, at the 

healing to which the Senator from New 
York has referred, I should like to have 
the committee go further into the ques
tion of notices. As I understood the re
port of the investigation, the notices 
which were sent out were given to the 
priority holders in a sort of book form 
or in the form of a memorandum. Am 
I correct? No notice was carried in the 
newspapers. The point I wish to make 
is this: The farmers of my section of the 
country were not notified. I received a 
letter, and then I received a telegram 
from the Fremont Creamery which had 
discontinued five truck lines because of 
being unable to buy trucks anywhere in 
the United States. I assert, with all due 
respect for those who have been working 
on the matter, that if notices had been 
mailed to the rural areas, or if newspaper 
publicity had been given, the trucks 
about which we have been talking would 
have been placed in the rural areas. As 
I understand, the· notices were sent out 
only to priority holders. Am I correct? 

Mr. MEAD. They were sent to those 
who had expressed an interest in the 
matter. 

Mr. 'WHERRY. Yes; but notices were 
not sent to farmers in the areas to which 
I have referred, nor to farm coopera
tives. 

Mr. MEAD. The Senator is correct. 
No advertisements were published. 
Therefore, all people who had no pref
erence status may not have been in posi
tion to have known that surplus prop
erty was being made available. 

Mr: LANGER. I should like to know 
why the War Assets Administration 
should not have assembled those trucks. 

Mr. MEAD. I do not know whether 
the Administration has sufficient per
sonnel to do it. 

Mr. LANGER. The War Assets Ad
ministration can secure the necessary 
personnel, can it not? 

My God! We have a million men in 
the Army. 

Mr. MEAD. Of course, the War As
sets Administration is subject to the 



1946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4247 
limitations of its appropriation, and I 
doubt very much whether it is organized 
so as to assemble trucks and· do other 
technical work of that kind. However, 
those are matters which we can go into, 
and it may be that as a result of a wide
spread investigation, and with a great 
deal of assistance from Members of the 
Senate who have advanced ideas which 
they did not perhaps have before this 
problem became acute, we will be in posi
tion to improve and perfect the law. But 
our committee is very critical. 

Mr. LANGER. Section 17 is a part of 
the original law, and was debated on the 
floor of the Senate. 

Mr. MEAD. I understand that to be 
true. It is my belief that under that law 
the 'iVar Assets Administration had suf
ficient authority to establish a preference 
position for the farmers of America. 
But I am not contending now that they 
have not made mistakes in administra
~ion. I am merely revealing the record 
of one sale. Insofar as the activities of 
Arthur Price Associates are concerned, 
we may cover that matter in a sub
sequent report to the Senate. I am not 
contending that the War Assets Ad
ministration is broad enough in its pref
erences. I feel that it could go further 
and do a better job than it has already 
done. 

Mr. WHERRY. With respect to no
tices, I hope that the chairman of the 
committee will look into that matter. 
The situation to which reference has 
been made is not the fir~t in which no
tices have not been broadcast sufficiently 
to enable persons in need of materials to 
buy them. 

Mr. MEAD. I am sure that we shall 
satisfy both of my able colleagues when 
we have finished with the surplus prop
erty investigation. 

it[r. President, the price of these trucks, 
as advertised in full-page advertisements 
by Gimbel's, was $2,900 each, which was 
well under the consumer's ceiling price. 
Of the $2 ,900, $269.60 represents the 
charges apptoved by the Office of Price 
Administration for assembling, trans
portation, and handling, leaving a net of 
$2,630.40. I understand that Gimbel's 
received from each sale $263.04 a truck. 
Gimbel's paid out more than $10,000 for 
advertising and sales costs, as well as $12 
a truck for servicing upon delivery to the 
customer. 

Of the remaining $2,367 .36, Price As
sociates also had to expend considerable 
funds for setting up assembly machinery, 
and had other expenses in connection 
with putting a truck in good running 
order in the hands of the buyer. There 
were also storage charges, general in
terest charges, insurance charges, the 
dealer handling charges, and other ex
penses in connection with the assembly 
and sale of the trucks. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. I call the attention of 

the Senator to •the fact that they made a 
thousand dollars profit on each truck, so 
the little incidentals he mentions would 
not .hurt very much. They sold them for 
$2,900 apiece, roughly, and bought them 
for $1,900. 

Mr. MEAD. They bought them for 
$1,900, but of course the expenses would 
have to be counted in order to justify 
the OPA ceiling price. I merely am call
ing attention to the fact that this is a 
sale in which they did not sell for 10 
cents on the dollar. The Government got 
the• OPA price, and the ultimate buyer 
paid the OPA price, because that was 
scrutinized all along the line with ref
erence to charges, insurance, and so 
forth. I am not defending the price, 
but from the standpoint of the Govern
ment, this is ·one sale from which it ac
tually realized some money. . · 

Mr. LANGER. Of course, Gimbel 
'Bros. made a profit of roughly half a 
million dollars, which we maintain the 
farmers should have gotten. 

Mr. MEAD. I would have preferred 
that every truck not taken by veterans 
and States and municipalities went to a 
farmer, and in that regard I think we 
are in agreement. 

It is my understanding that a number 
of department stores in other cities have 
sold some of these trucks on a basis simi
lar to that which I have outlined. It 
appears from the facts that in every re
spect the transaction was in conformity 
with Government regulations. We went 
into the existing regulati~s and the ex
isting prices, and we found that prefer
ence dates were set up, that OPA prices 
were followed, and that there were Gov
ernment regulations supporting every 
move that was made. 

In particular, the veteran was given an 
opportunity to purchase these trucks, 
and there was no violation of the vet
eran's-priority regulation. We looked 
into that very thoroughly, because there 
is a veteran's priority well established, 
and that matter was brought forcibly to 
our attention by my colleagues in the 
Senate, including my distinguished col
league from North Dakota. 

In closing, Mr. President, let me em
phasize that the Special Committee In
vestigating the National Defense Pro
gram believes that one of the foremost 
considerations, if indeed not the primary 
consideration, is the disposal of surplus 
Government property with speed to the 
people of the United States, particularly 
to those who are in need of this material, 
to those who can make an economic con
tribution by the use of the material. 
. It is very obvious that offering to spe

cial groups, such as are provided by the 
priorities under .the Surplus Property 
Act, for which I voted, as did a majority 
of my colleagues, slows down the process 
of sales, and we have to give the War 
Assets Administration some considera
tion for that delay, because if they did 
not give the priority groups some consid
eration in advertising the sale of these 
properties, we would be the first to com
plain. Moreover, priority groups must 
have reasonable notice and a reasonable 
opportunity to claim the goods under 
their priorities. We are interested in 
seeing that they receive such notice and 
such opportunity. 

From my examination of the facts in 
this case, I am satisfied that adequate 
time was afforded to all priority claim
ants by the War Assets Administration. 
I am satisfied that notice was given to 

• 

priority claimants, although, as I said 
before, advertising in the press was not 
resorted to, and I think that is a more 
efficient method than to notify priority 
claimants by personal letter or· by send
ing them catalogs. 

Mr. LANGER. I frankly do not see 
how the veterans were given proper 
notice. 

Mr. MEAD. The veterans who wrote 
in were given proper notice, but I still 
say that by advertising 'in the different 
areas all veterans there would be given 
proper notice. 

Mr. LANGER. All the War Assets 
Administration had to do was send a few 
telegrams, one to the Senator's own 
State. At the very time those trucks 
were sold by Gimbel Bros., there were 
13,900 veterans in New York who could 
not get one of the trucks. All the War 
Assets Administration had ·to do was to 
get a list of the various people in each 
State, or merely the head men, and send 
them a telegram saying, "How many pri
orities have you for veterans?" 

Mr. MEAD. As I understand, under 
the regulations a veteran has to obtain 
a certificate formerly from the Smaller 
War Plants Corporation, now from the 
War Assets Administration. Once he 
gets the certificate, then, with that cer
tificate, he notifies the War Assets Ad
ministration that he is in the market for 
a truck, or whatever it is. Then the War 
Assets Administration must notify him 
when a truck is available for sale. 

Mr. LANGER. If the distinguished 
Senator will read the record I put in on 
the 12th of April, he will find that 13,900 
of the Senator's own veterans in New 
York had such certificates, and had the 
priorities. · 

Mr. MEAD. But the 13,000 were not 
listed as interested in purchasing 2%
ton trucks in the Cincinnati area, within 
which the trucks were located. Accord
ing to the record, they were interested in 
the purchase of many items in the New 
York area. 

Mr. LANGER. Why should they not 
have been notified? 

Mr. MEAD. According 'to the facts 
given us by the War Assets Administra
tion, they notified every veteran in their 
region who had indicated an interest in 
a 2%-ton truck. I think they could have 
gone further by advertising the sale in 
the newspapers, so that other veterans. 
might have had an opportunity to secure 
certificates and to present them, making 
themselves eligible for the purchase of 
trucks. · 

I am of the opinion that greater care 
should be exercised by the War Assets 
Administration in bringing this informa
tion to the attention of the veterans' or
ganizations. I am of the opinion that 
perhaps the securing of a certificate 
could be simplified now that a veteran 
can go direct to the War Assets Admin
istration and there become eligible for 
the purchase of a truck. 

. Mr. LANGER. I wish to say for the 
War Assets Administration, to be fair 
with them, that when I telephoned about 
the veteran from North Dakota they 
were most kind. They investigated 
thoroughly and said they would get that 
veteran the D-4 if they could possibly 
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do so. I might add that one of them tele
phoned me at 10 o'clock at night, called 
me at my hotel, and said, "I think we 
have this arranged." I think the blame 
is right here in Washington, at head
quarters of the War Assets Administra
tion, in not . sending out the proper 
notices, as the distinguished Senator has 
said. · 

Mr. -MEAD. That is correct. I am of 
the opinion that the procedure should be 
liberalized, but, as I stated in the begin
ning, we took the regulations laid down 
by the War Assets Administration, and 
then we examined this sale to see if exist
ing regulations had been violated. 

I am not a defender of existing regu
lations. I think, as the Senator does, 
that there is plenty of room for liberali
~tion and improvement. But under 
existing regulations, which have been 
formulated 'by the War Assets Adminis
tration, and sale prices, and the preferen
tial priorities which have been set aside, 
the War Assets Administration has not 
violated the regulations in the matter of 
this sale. I feel that it is unfortunate 
that advertising of a newspaper and 
radio character was not resorted to, so 
that this sale would have been brought 
to the attention of a great many farmers 
and veterans and others who would have 
been interested in it. I am a great be
liever in advertising, and in this in
stance the right kind of advertising was 
not resorted to. 

I say to my colleague from North Da
kota that I am critical, as he is, of many 
of the procedures which have been fol
lowed in the disposition of surplus 
property. 

Mr. LANGER. I repeat, some of these 
men, like those in Chicago, have been 
most kind. Mr. Ed Sweeny, of the Je:fier
son Hotel, stayed up until 10 o'clock to 
call me, and Mr. Wright called me on 
Sunday, which shows there are good men 
in some places who are anxious to get 
the property into the hands of veterans. 

Mr. MEAD. In the conduct of our in
vestigation I have found a great many 
men of ingenuity, enterprise, and energy 
who I think 'would do a better job than 
they are doing under existing conditions 
if the regulations· would permit. 

Mr. President, as I have said, under 
existing regulations I have little com
plaint of the manner in which the dis
position of these trucks was accom
plished. I do find fault with the manner 
in which they were advertised, and I sug
gest that a more liberal procedure could 
be resorted to, particularly as it pertatns 
to the farmers, the veterans, and others 
who are in critical need of this type of 
material. There have been in the past, 
and there undoubtedly will be in-the fu
ture, transa-ctions of the War Assets Ad
ministration which the Special Defense 
Committee will be required to criticize, 
and we will criticize them. 

I would be the last one to urge that 
facts be suppressed. However, in the de
bate in the Senate on April 12 on this 
matter it was not a question of suppress
ing facts. The only facts presented in 
the debate were the newspaper advertise
ment and the statement that the farmers 
and other deserving purchasers were not 
properly dealt with. 

Mr. President, our committee is in the 
midst of an investigation of this entire 
transaction and all of the activities of the 
War Assets Administration. But I want 
to say that under the existing regulations 
as they are printed and available to every 
Member of the Senate, the priority claim
ants were given their opportunities to 
buy. Notice, although it might have been 
more widespread, was sent to the priority 
claimants. The purchasers who bought 
the trucks and turned them over to Ar-

- thur Price Associates bought them under 
the law and under the regulations, and 

· they were sold by a department store 
under the regulations and for the ceiling 
price fixed by OP A regulations. · 

Mr. President, this is one transaction 
in which the Treasury was reimbursed 
to the limit permitted by OPA. I am 
only sorry that we cannot report more 
sales by the War Assets Administration 
that bring into the Federal Treasury a 
'substantial sum of money. 

As I said in the beginning, however, 
our committee is most anxious to have 
the help and the support and the co
operation of Members of the Senate, and 
of the Senate as a whole* We are de
lighted with the interest which is evinced 
in the disposition of surplus property. 
We want Senators to know that they 
have a comm!tee investigating this sub
ject, and that the committee is alert and 
interested and concerned with the vet
erans and the farmers, with municipali
ties and with all the others that were 
intended to be given consideration under 
the law as passed by the Congress. 

I conclude by saying that under pres
ent regulations the priority claimants 
were given opportunity to purchase these 
trucks. and under present regulations the 
dates and the periods of time were set 
aside, and under present regulations they 
were open to sale to the public, and under 
present regulations they were sold at the 
proper price. 

It is also mY desire to say for the 
record that I hope the Senate will re
view the law, and that Senators will make 
certain that veterans and others who are 
entitled to preference-and this applies 
to the farmers of the country-will be 
given the liberal treatment which they 
merit and which we desire them to enjoy. 

RECESS 

Mr. LANGER. I move that the Senate 
take a recess until 12 o•clock noon to
morrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 53 minutes p. m,) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes
day, May 1, 1946, at 12 .o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TUESDAY, APRIL 30, 1946 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon, pur
suant to House Concurrent Resolution 
145, and was called to order by the 
Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera 
Montgomery, D. D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Most loving and patient Father, we 
are assembled today with thanks and 

• 

praise for Thy merciful providence. We 
would place ourselves at Thy footstool 
and ask that Thy kingdom may come 
and Thy will be done in all our hearts. 
As Thou hast entrusted us to be Thy 
bearers of truth and justice, we would 
beseech Thee to be the inspiration of all 
our conceptions of duty and the guide of 
all our deliberations. 

In the urgent needs of these times, 
teach us that we cannot dispense with 
the heart and soul of things and survive. 
Bless our land that it may fulfill its 
splendid Christian mission, and warn us 
against the heresy that material posses- · 
sions determine the greatness and per
manence of nations. 

For our families , united or separated, 
we ask the Father's tenderest care; give 
great wisdom, discernment, and discre
tion to our Speaker, the leaders, and all 
other Members of this Congress. Be 
with our President these arduous days; 
be gracious unto him and preserve him 
in health and strength. Hear us and 
bless us for the sake of Jesus Christ our 
Lord. Amen. 

The .1 ournai of the proceedings of 
Thursday, April 18, 1946, was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Sundry messages in writing from the 
President of the United States were com
municated to the House by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries·, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills and 
joint resolutions of the House of the for
lowing titles: 

On April 19, 1946: 
H . R. 5644. An act to facilitate voting by 

members of the armed forces and certain 
others, absent from the place of their resi
dence, and to amend Public Law 712', Seventy-
seventh Congress, as amended; and • 

H . J. Res. 342. Joint resolution making ad
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year 
1946 to pay increased compensation author
ized by law to officers and employees of sundry 
Federal and other agencies. 

On April 20, 1946: 
H. R. 841. An act for the relief of Lander H. 

Willis; 
H. R. 988. An act for the relief of Bernice B. 

Cooper, junior clerk-typist, Weatherford. Tex., 
rural rehabilitation office, Farm Security Ad
ministration, Department of Agriculture; 
H.~. 1073. An act for the relief of Mrs. 

Gertrude Verbarg; 
H .R.1235. An act for the relief of John Bell; 
H. R. 1262. An act for the relief of W. E. 

Noah~ 
H . R.1269. An act for the relief of Virge 

McClure; 
H. R. 1350. An act to record the lawful ad

mission to the United States for permanent 
residence o! Nora R. Neville; 

H. R. 1356. An act for the relief of Elias 
Baumgarten; 

H. R.1399. An act for the relief of Mrs . 
Lucy Palmisano and the legal guardian of 
Anthony Palmisano, Jr.; 

H . R. 1616. An act to grant an honorable 
discharge from the military service of the 
United States to William Rosenberg; 

H. R. 1721. An act for the relief of Eli L. 
Scott; 

H. R. 1732. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Marie A. Shedd, Mrs. Maude C. Denney, and 
Mrs. Mabel Glenn Gray; 

H. R . 1759. An act for the relief of Mildred 
Neiffer; 

H. R. 1838. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
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